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PREFACE

The Administration Volume contains guidance given to the Army Training ‘

Study Group in the form of a DA-staffed Study Directive; five Study Ad- B
. visory Group meetings chaired by Commander, TRADOC; various Study Group
) orientation sessions during the period 25-29 October 1977; twelve Senior

Of ficer Discussions; and three Concept Paper Seminar sessions. Addition-

ally, this volume outlines Consultant Group meetings; study group organiza-

tion; study group visits to various TRADOC institutions, field units, and :

analytical agencies; and budget expenses incurred during the study as well -

a8 projected expenses for FY 79. N
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CHAPTER 1
b STUDY DIRECTIVE

N . 1. Chapter I contains the draft study directive, dated 6 October 1977, as
QN v ) changed by a 29 November 1977 Director of Army Staff letter, and acknowl-
;&g edged by a 13 December 1977 letter from the TRADOC Chief of Staff.

S0l .
:&# ) 2. It should be noted that the guidance and Essential Elements of Analysis
" " e outlined in the study directive were modified by the Study Advisory Group
guidance contained in chapter 1I, pages II-12 through 1I-21.
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HZADQUARTERS

UNITED STATES ARMY TRANIMC AND DOCTRINE COMMAND
OFFICZ OF TRE CHIEF OF STAFF

FORT MONRGE, VIRGINIA 308 23651

ATTNG-TDD-? 13 DEC W/

Dear GCenezal McGiffert,

I received ycur letter apprcviuy the Army Training Study (ARTS) draft
directive, We reviewed your coirments with Brigadier General Rick Brown
and have Ircorrcrated vour suzaestred changes,

We will provide budget justification data coming from ARTS as a matter
of priority. We share your coancern that the command prerogatives of
training management are not sacrificed to satisfy the demands of stutig-
tical analysis.

ARTS is a most comprehensive attempt to get to the root of training cffec-
tiveness analysis, Each year, training costs become more dirficult to
justify. 1 am optimistic that the data we can collect developing tlie
relationship of training proficiency to combat effectiveness will produce
a more solid analytical basis on which to defend training costs,

Sincerely,

[304

ROBERT C, HIXON
Major General, GS
Chief of Staff

Lieutenant General John R, McGiffert
Pirector of the Army Staff

United States Army

Washington, D,C, 20310

Copy furnished:

Brigadier General Frederic J, Browm, 1IlI
Director, Army Training Study (ARTS)
Building 734

Fort Belvoir, VA 22060
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=ESSEES

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY - - -
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAF' ..
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

‘29 November 1977

- Dear Bob:

The Aray Training Study (ARTS) draft directive has been reviewed and is
approved, Minor suggested changes are attacled as an inclosure. A few
key points warrant comment.

AKTS should serve as a catalyst in the development of a central thrust
for current and future efforts. As such, the study group should concen-
trate on develop.ng the relationship of resouzces to proficiency. The
use of war game: td link training proficiency to combat effectiveness -
should be explored but may prove to be marginally productive.

Demands for {mprovements in budget justification are stringent. Interinm
jJustification data which can be providea by ARTS at appropriate times in

the PPBS cycle will be extremely valuable. In this regard, the Comptroller
of the Army should be represented on the Study Advisory Group, and considera-
tion should be given to convening this group on a bi~-monthly basis for tha
first six months,

It is recognized that specific support requirements for the Operating
Commands have not yet been identified. Due to other high priority
missions, these requiremeats should be negotiated on a mutually agree-
ableé basis between the interested parties. As indicated in the study
directive, requirements deemad critical to the success of the study
vhich cannot be resolved should be referred to DA DCSOPS.

e must ensure rhat the command prerogatives of training management are
pot sacrificed merely to sacisfy the denands of statistical analysis.
Mandatory training requirements could result in event driven training
programs of the ATP/AT” era. This type approach cannot be allowed to
degrace the concept of sustaired training proficiency which TRADOC has
diligently developed during the last few years.

We must aiso ensure that the training systems which are developed in a
peacetine environment will still functicn after D+l. In determining
the opiizum aix of individual training in rhe training base and in the
force, impacts of increased training responsibilities in the institu-
tions 23 well as in rthe force should bYe assessed,
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29 Yovember 1977

Long-tern study efforts should be focused on the Army of 1984-1985, to
{aclude the challeages of Hi/Lo equipment mix and other constrajints im-

- posed on ranning, equipping, and sustaining the forces. The DCSOPS initi-
i ated SSI study to depict the characteristics of the future will assist

KA your efforts.

A | The AXTS effort has the potential for providing a great service to the
N Arny. You have my continuing support.

i ‘ . Sincerely, : .

1 Incl 3 FERT

ctor of the Amy Staff
iy . . '

33 Major General Robeit C. Hixon

i{§ Chief of Staff

0y US Army Trairing and Doctrine Command
4. Fort Monroe, Virginia 23651
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Minor Changes to ARTS Study Directive

f " N . Item  Page Para - Line Change
A .

M
Wwinle 1 1. 2 . 1 AFTER ... Training Study (ARTS)

:c,' ) _ ADD: (Category 3, Operations and Force Structure
A o : REASON: Identifies study category.

o .2 1 3 9 AFTER ... clearly in mind.

:‘:#'» ADD: "The ARTS addresses the FY 78 Study Plannin|
{ﬂk Guidance (SPG) Priority Problem Area C, Army
00 ' . Readiness, and has been designated a priority

. ) "~ study in the FY 79-80 SPG to be published by HQPA
by REASON: Provides additional background informati
Wy . )
+*' 3 1 7. 2 CHANGE: ceo o the Amy LI

‘:ﬁ : TO READ: ... the Total Arny ...

P REASON: Ensures inclusion of Reserve Components.
Ll § " .
[~ 4 5 7¢(5) 3 AFTER ...contingency scenario

vij ADD: ,in another enviromment such as Korea,
bos REASON: Bmphasizes interest in another important
o contingency area.

ey
5 5 7  2£(®) 1 AFTER ... of NATO

e ADD: and ROK. ) :
;ﬁ;‘ REASON: Enhanced interoperability with all allie
"Q" is Vitllo
.H.: - . -

§ . -
-“5: 6 12 8£(%) - 2 AFTER ... resources (i.e.,

) R ~ ADD: personnel,
A _ REASON: Training resources {nclude pecsonnel,
“ and reductions in this particular resource will
ﬁg : impact on training proficiency.

.

Yo

TQ' 7 14 81 ADD Subparagraph: (3) Serves ss a rember of the

) ; SAG.

e ' REASON: Comptroller representation on the SAG
ﬂas ’ ’ deemed essential due to resource implicatious of
s : the study.
’:‘l‘o .
LI
e 8 14 80 1 CHANGE: ACSI. Validates threat ...

— TO READ: ACSI. Arranges for validution of the
::::l‘ thr'ﬁt ee s .
T REASON: Resources to perform threat analysis and
e validation, previously assigned to the ACSI, were
' .11‘ .

! I-5

- (W n o 3 w, ) v G
Yy % LAYy N3 il \l L0
SOLURR e ‘!'s’ck‘a S CHULEES D, uighytiky, & &, Y 1'!, X - '?“,’.‘. AN

!
oA

$, 98
’l:(‘l.ign“.l

- e
1, ~ AP o
’»»'l"- .q »



- - o TN WO T W T TR

Change ' .

assigned to INSCOM and organized as the Intelligence
and Threat Analysis Ceater (ITAC) in 1977.

CHANGE: Provides support and ... surveys using
CODAP. .

TO READ: Provides CODAP support (to include
analysis) through the Army Cccupational Survey Pro-
gram, with the understanding that suspense dates
for these surveys will be mutually agreeable be-
tween MILPERCEN and ARTSG. :

REASON: Eliminates outdated term, MODG. Permits’
negotiation of realistic suspense dates for .
surveys.

CHANGE: ... re;eatch problems ...

TO READ: ... study data requirements ...
REASCN: Clarity.
ADD: and COA.

REASON: Same as Item 7.

/
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HEADQGUARTERS
UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND
OFFICK OF THE CMILF OF SYAFT

FORT MONROE, VIRGINIA 23681

ATCG-ATS 6 Octodber 1977

Dear General McGiffert,

Your letter of- 31 August 1977 forwarded to us General Kerwin's conceptual
approval for the Army Training Study (ARTS), along with a draft letter of
Instruction (LOI) for conduct of the study. You requested us to draft a
detailed study directive for evaluation by the Army Staff prior to formal
approval of the study by General Rogers. This we have done, and the draft
study directive is herewith inclosed.

Brigadier General Rick Brown has been on board as the study director
‘since mid-September. He has worked with a small preliminary study group
here to prepare the draft directive. To insure that the development of
this draft directive was accomplished in consonance with the concerns of
the Army community, General Brown has over the past few weeks consulted
informally with many of the key commanders, staff, and analysts whose
support and understanding of the study will be essential for its success.

The draft study directive includes at Annex H the estimated OMA funding
requirements for administrative support of the study group. The total
estimated cost is $274K, and is broken out to the EOE level. DA support
of this administrative funding requirement i{s requested. You will note
that no specific costs are displayed for the FY 78 analysis effort.

This is because the effort will be based to the greatest extent possible
on on-going or past work on training in MACOMs, with only minimal
reprograming required from within existing assets. TRADOC will adjust
priorities as required, and coordinate requests for support from other
MACOMs through DCSOPS.

We all realize that General Brown will not be able to generate data to
permit us to solve all of these problems this year. Consequently, we
propose that one of his tasks be to indicate, in the greatest detail
possible, what the Army would have to do in rubsequent years if it

wishes to generate answers which are more reaaily data based. We propose
that this "roadmap" be submitted to HQDA by late February 1978 in order
to coincide with the next program cycle.




e As you are well aware, the tasks which we have set for General Brown are
ROS. exceptionally complex and his proposed staff is quite small. Neverthe-
less, we believe that the objectives we have set for this year are
}§~_ feasible. Therefore, we propose that General Brown and his study group
2 be formed and begin the groundwork on the formal study effort while the
2 Army staff reviews the draft study directive.

e Sincerely,

‘x‘, |
“ .

o M -1
o 1 Incl ROBERT C. HIXON .

as ' Major General, GS
Chief of Staff o

KA
A

Lieutenant General John R. McGiffert
Director of the Army Staff
Washington, D. C.
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N SUBJECT: Training Developments Study Directive: Army Training Study (ARTS)
GUNCLUDES DA STAFF CHANGES TO STUDY DIRECTIVE)
2 1. PURPOSE OF STUDY DIRECTIVE. This directive provides for the
A .- .
. establishment of an ad hoc study group to examine the links among
:.» - training resources, training programs, training readiness, and combat
v
;’ effectiveness.
Py ‘ °
N o 2. STUDY TITLE. Army Training Study (ARTS). (CATEGORY 3, OPERATIONS
w AND FORCE STRUCTURE)
:'.‘ 3. BaACKGROUND., Training resources in the Army have been under pressure
e .
s from various sources in recent years. The Army's effort to convince
~ .
. these agencies that arbitrary reductions should not be made must be
,i. supported with solid analytical effort as well as the professional
‘o
b 1o assessments of senior soldiers. A study is needed to develop a logical
X
P v and more analytical way to tie resources to combat effectiveness.
A\
") Additionally, the Army must begin to formulate training programs for the
o ]
‘-‘f complex weapons of the 1980's with the relationship of resources to
b ,.']
;}-; combat effectiveness clearly in mind. %
;' 4. STUDY PROPONENT. HQ DA, DCSOPS.
\"\4
'{_‘; 5. STUDY SPONSOR. #Q; TRADOC.
:{ 6. STUDY AGENCY. Army Training Study Group (ARTSG).
7. TERMS OF REFERENCE.
~
’;3 a. Problem. The Army's training task is to train the units and
A TOTAL
- soldiers of theYArmy to the required level of combat effectiveness as
S ¥ THE ARTS AODDRESSES THE FY 78 STUDY PLANNING GUIDANCE
: (SPG) PRIORITY PROBLEM AREA C3 ARMY READINESS, AND HAS
P, BEEN DESIGNATED A PRIORITY STUDY IN THE F®Y 72-80 SPG

TO BE PUBLISHED BY HQDA.

Toel 1
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efficiently as possible. Given dwindling resources, efficiency is
imperative; given that the Army must be prepared to fight and win,
combat effectiveness is equally imperative.

b. Purpose. The purpose of the study is two-fold:
First, to determine the relationship between
training resources and combat effectiveness for the Army of the
1980's; and second, to determine the training programs teéuired to
optimize the capabilities of major new weapon systems programed for

delivery to the force in the 1980°'s.

¢y mam  mevmeme. -

¢. Objectives.

———— e

(1) Determine the functional relationships among resources for
institutional and unit training, the individual and collective
training programs of the Total Army training system, the resultant
training readiness, and combat effectiveness.

(2) Determine the optimum mix of individual training programs
conducted in the training base and in the force,

d. Scope. The focus of this study is the development of an
efficient, justifiable, and achievable training system for the Army
of the mid-1980's. Working from a broad "strategic" Army-wide
perspective, the study will develop a conceptual training framework
for achieving the optimum combat effectiveness when the major new

weapons systems are fielded in the mid-1980's. In this regard, the

study will begin by evaluating selected systems on a "breadboard" .

;’-35 | I-10




2::;
¢
‘ .
N
g
i
%;‘ model using selected hard data available in 1977-78. Using insights
!‘|‘\
gained from the 1977-1978 near term effort and selected excursions, the
bgle
f: study will then propose a 'road map" of training policies and programs
-l .
‘:ﬁ to transition from the present to the 1984-85 Army. Further insights
i
' concerning the current training system and the measurement of training
9, 3 ;
‘ag P readiness should result, enabling the senior commanders of the Army to
oY
Eh. make timely assessments and decisions about the present training system
"yt .
W
' b in terms of modifications to optimize the cost and the effectiveness of
, the training base.
Wy
: & e. Limitations/Constraints.
W
Q)
il 1 (1) The study analytical process (para 7g) will be developed and
;2 ' tested for the near term, fully or partially, on selected aspects with
'ﬁ: five major current systems: weapon system - M60Al; combat support
A
1y system - Artillery FO system and Pershing (force inbalance problem);
t} combat service support -~ tank turret mechanics (MOS 45N/P/R) and/or
-~
:. communication maintenance (CMF31); personnel structure - 11B vs 11B/H;
*I
‘ and systems with available data - REDEYE and TOW. Priority of the work
Y effort is in Figure la.
\»
:’ (2) The effort concerning the mid 1980's will be focused on develop-
o
1)
M ing general policy alternatives to guide further study efforts. A Study
:’ Plan for the mid-1980's will be prepared by Feb 1978. Taskings and
s: analyses will be prepared to provide direction to subsequent efforts.
"
! . (3) The manpower and resource constraints of the Five-Year Defense
'3% Plan (FYDP) will be incorporated for this study.
Vs
s.«\.’
9
9
l‘i’ v
o’ ' I-11
(X
e
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,:;c:: Figure la., Near Term Study Priority Matrix.
.,:'v ; . ) "
R |
:2!,5: WEAPON
AW SYSTEM
.- - - -»
W (REDEYE &
N TOW)
)
2 PERSONNEL
bl sysThM
) o .

N®  (11B-11B/1) . p
X
Eﬁ,"ﬁ COMBAT SER-
‘;::.f VICE SUPPORT
EBRE  (MOS 45N/P/R &

CMF 31) - * *
e
G
e
Xy COMBAT SUP-
xS PORT o— °- > °

XX (ARTY-FO&
; AE PERSHING)
%Y  WEAPON
Bar)  SYSTEM o ° o °
RS (460a1)

Ny Training Training Proficiency War Models
4 to to to to Combat
(A Resources Proficiency War Models Effectiveness

A STUDY EEA COMPONENTS

-,,t* PRIORITY OF EFFORT

) First - Weapon System, M60Al, REDEYE & TOW

) Second - Personnel System, 11B-11B/H

::';:' Third - Combat Service Support, MOS 45N/P/R & CMF 31 ,

e Fourth - Combat Support, ARTY-FO & Pershing

Ay 1-12
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(4) Excursions (see Annex C) to be addressed in the near term are
as follows: 1Individual Training on all five current systems indicated
in (1) above as well as Personncl Programs, Unit Training Resources

Support, Reserve Training, and Mature Battle for the M60Al and REDEYE &
- TOW. See Figure 1b.
(5) The standard mid-intensity scenario for NATO-ACE/Heivy Division
e will be employed throughout the study. A standard Light Infantry con-

,IN ANOTHER ENVIRONMENT SUCH &S KOREA,
tingency scenariofwill be employec¢ as appropriate.

(6) A continued capability to support mobilization training require-

ments will be ensured.

(7) Analyse the following systems to be available in the 1984-1985
Army: XM-1, IFV, TACFIRE/COPPERHEAD/FASCAM, PATRIOT, Rearm/Refuel,

Automatic Test Support System (ATSS), CMF 16, 19 and 63.

4 1-13
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Figure 1b. Necar Term Study Priority Matrix.
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R
0
%‘ f. Assumptions.
-~ (1) The Active Army is a 16-division force organized in accordance
g; with the H-Series TOE.
00 (2) The Army FYDP for material acquisition for the 1980's will be
D)
t
approved and implemented.
&g‘ i (3) Current estimates of the threat are valid and trends identified
\ .
%: therein will continue into the 1985 time-frame.

e

(4) Interoperability with allies is provided with addressal of NATOAND Rd

‘-
L

(5) There will be no changes in the Reserve Component current training

-

structure.

- -
X,

g. Analytical Process. The purpose of the study model is to provide

an analytical framework for linking combat effectiveness, training pro-

Rk |

P
k T
Yo%

ficiency, training programs, and resources.

y <::>___ wAR
; HOOELS

ry

X

" Inéividual

| Institution o
TRAIKING

"f.xcxm Collective PROCRANS Untt RESOURCES
0
:ﬁ The model may be entered at any point depending upon which aspect of the
'b proglem is to be addressed. For example, differing Army training programs

produce various levels of individual and collective proficiency. These

proficiency levels can be translated into combat effectiveness (CE) by

using war models developed in the Combat Development/Training Development
processes. Various mixtures of institutional and unit training programs
are associated with required resources which can be expressed in terms of
'ty dollars, manpower spaces, and time, A detailed description of the Study

Analytical Process is at Annex A.
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h. Essential Elements of Analysis (EEA).

(1) Study EEA:

(a) Resources to Training. What is the relationship betwcen insti-
tutional and unit training programs and thecir required resources?

(b) Training to Proficiency. What is the relationship between ]
institutional and unit training programs and the resulting individual
and collective proficiencies?

() Proficiency .to War Models. What is the relationship between
individual and collective proficiencies and parameters available in war
models developed in the Combat Development/Training Development processecs?

(d) War Models to Combat Effectiveness. What is the relationship
between simulated outcomes of war models and combat effectiveness?

(e) Detailed Study EEA can be found as Annex B.

(2) Excursion EEA:

(a) Individual Training:

1l Assess the impact of changes in individual training techniques/
technology (e.g., Improved Technical Documentation and Training (ITDT),
CH-47 Simulator...) on combat effectiveness, proficiency and training
resources?

2 What is the relationship to combat effectiveness, to mobiligzation
capability, to training proficiency and to training resources of changes
in the training mix between the training base and the units?

(b) Personnel Programs: What are or will be the impacts on combat
effectiveness, proficiency, training programs and related resources of

variations in:
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1. personnel stability/turbulence

2. available manpower pool, enlistment criteria

3. mental éategory and other test battery qiscriminators
4. pef§onne1 shortages and/or grade mismatch

5. irregular male/female replacement flow.

(c) Unit Training Resources Support. What are or will be the
impacts of specific training resource reductions in the unit on combat
effectiveness, proficiency, training programs and resources?

(d) Reserve Training.

1. What level of combat effectiveness and proficiency can be
achieved for RC units prior to deployment (D+30 and D+60)? What

individual and collective training programs are required to reach that

level? What are the required resources to attain and maintain proficiency?

2. Based on 1, what premobilization level of individual and
collective proficiency must be maintained and what training programs
can accomplish that objective?

(e) 'Mature'" First Battle. What impact on combat effectiveness,
training programs and resources are implied by the D+5 battlefield
situation; e.g., tank crews may be filled with infantrymen, clerks,
or various other MOS.

(f) Unit Replacement System. What are, or would be, the impact
on éombat effectiveness, proficiency, training programs, and their
related resources if unit replacement were adopted to alleviate

turbulence? (Long term research)
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(g) Detailed excursion EEA at Anmnex D.
8. RESPONSIBILITIES. Detailed explicit requirements cun not be developed
until the Study Group has been formed and can fully assess past and current
test, evaluation and analytical efforts. Director, ARTS, will coordinate
directly with MACOM Agency to obtain support, consistent with the approved
level of effort represented at Annex G. Detailed requests for additional
support (beyond level of effort at Annex G) will be made throﬁgh the study
proponent at Headquarters, Department of the Army.

a. DUSA(OR).

(1) Participates in the development of guidance for analytical studies
and modeling.

(2) Serves as member of the Study Advisory Group (SAG).

(3) Provides a member to the Test/Evaluation/Analysis Consultant
Group.

b. ASA MSRA:

(1) Serves as a member of the SAG.

(2) Participates in the development of guidance for manpower and

reserve components,

‘..‘)'n,u'\,x AN
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c. TRADOC.

s

(1) Provides cost factors on various alternative institutional training

-
S

programs and levels of training support provided to the field.

(2) Conducts tests on various alternative individual training programs

to develop learning/decay/reacquisition curves and validate SQT/ARTEP as .

« NN
JWEE

measures of proficiency.

.I .I'\

(3) Conducts various analyses, surveys and staff studies (e.g., CTEA) to
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determine the relationship between institutional training and individual
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proficiency, and to determine the coptimum mix of individual training in
the institution and unit in coordination with operating units.

(4) Provides three LNO with the study group (i.e., one each from
ODCST, ODCSRM, ODCSCD) and, members to serve on specified consultant groups.

(5) CG, TRADOC serves as chairman of the SAG.

d. FORSCOM.

(1) Participates in the development of cost factors for various
levels of unit collective and individual training.

(2) Provides data on time spent by various units on collective and
individual training.

(3) Participates in analyses which relate time spent in unit training
to SQT and ARTEP results of various units,

(4) Provides unit/troop/equipment support to conduct training program
and proficiency testing as coordinated with and approved by CG FORSCOM.

(5) Participates in studies to determine the impact of reduced unit
training resources (i.e., ammo, POL, equipment) on training proficiency.

(6) Participates in studies to determine the impact of unit replacement
on training proficiency.

(7) Provides General Officer membership on the SAG.

(8) Provides LNO with the study group and members to serve on specified
consultant groups.

e. USAREUR.

(1) Participates in the development of cost factors for various levels

of unit collective and individual training.
(2) Provides data on time spent by various units on collective and

individual training.
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(3) Participates in analyses which relate time spent in unit training
to SQT and ARTEP results of various units,

(4) Participates in studies to determine the impact of reduced unit
training resources (i.e., ammo, POL, equipment) on training proficiency.

(5) Participates in studies to determine the impact of unit replace-
ment on training proficiency.

(6) Coordinates work on readiness to resources model with ARTSG.

(7) Provides Gen;rél Officer membership on the SAG.

(8) Provides LNO with study group and members to serve on specified

consultant groups.

f. 8th Army.

(1) Participates in the developmeﬁt of cost factors for various levels
of unit collective and individual training.

(2) Provides data on time spent by various units on collective and
individual training.

(3) Participates in analyses which relate time spent in unit training
to SQT and ARTEP results of various units.

(4) Participates in studies to determine the impact of reduced unit
training resources (Pis.:j\oa';n:,E;OL, equipment) on training proficiency.

(5) Participates in studies to determine the impact of unit replace-
ment on training proficiency.

(6) Provides LNO with study group.

g. DARCOM. |

(1) Participates in development of cost analyses for training devices.

I-2¢




(2) Participates in studies to determine the cost of institutional
training outside of TRADOC.

(3) Provides éérformance data for selected systems and participates
in analytical modeling support with regard to training parameters and com-
bat simulations (AMSAA).

(4) Provides senior representative membership on the SAG.

(5) Provides LNO with study group and members to serve on specified
consultant groups.

h. DA DCSOPS.

(1) Serves as study proponent.

(2) Serves as member of the SAG.

(3) Provides members to specified consultant groups.

(4) Coordinate requests for additional resource support required
for ARTS projects for FY 78.

(5) Coordinate the programing of study resource requirements beyond FY 78.
i. DA DCSPER.
(1) Monitors study and provides guidance to study group on personnel

matters.

(2) Serves as member of the SAG.

(3) Provides members to specified consultant groups.

5

j. DA DCSRDA.

« 8 4 & A D

WAL

T

(1) Monitors study and provides guidance to study group on materiel

systems for the 1980°s

T
el

(2) Provides members to specified consultant group.

»

k. DA DCSLOG. Provides forecasts of lpgiscical constraints through
the 1980's.

1. COA.

(1) Validates cost data.
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E\: (2) Provides members to specified consultant groups.
2ot (3) SERVES ADS A MEMBER OF THE SAG.
e m.  DPA&E.
Yt ¥y
- (1) Serves as a member of the SAG.
1
‘\ ‘i
e (2) Provides members to specified consultant groups.
e .
o n. OCAR and NGB.
Rty
. (1) Determines minimum support required for mobilization training
iy <
“, - and its associated cost. ‘
ley
;":i (2) Participates in the development of cost factors for various RC and
IRR training programs. .
it
.;" (3) Participates in the study of training proficiency of various RC.
WYt :
LX)
;:"‘ (4) Provides senior representative membership to the SAG.
oy

-4 (5) Provides LNO and members to specified consultant group.

» ARRANGES FOR VALIOATION OF THE THREAT. |
) 0. ACSI. Velidates—threat to be used in wargames and simulations f
Dt
: in measuring combat effectiveness.

(o™
A p.  MILPERCEN,
::::: (1) Nominates members for ARTS Study Group.
_(_-\ (2) Advises study group of personnel allocation matters. i
¢¢.U N
(3) Provides members to specified consultant groups.
,;::’ (4) Approves MACOM selection of NCO to participate in study consultant
p ‘J. gronn. ¥
(5)
e

’ q. OTEAO
o
NN (1) Monitors all testing.

LSS led for next 5 years
BN (2) Provides listing of Operational Test schedule
) selected training: :

to study group and assists in efforts to incorporate
,;“:; STUDY DATA REQDIRENEN-‘.Q .
:' cosoasch—probloms into these tests.
YA . .

oup.

~§: (3) Provides members to specified consultant group
K . |
= PROVIpES CODAP SUPPORT (TO INCLUDE ANALYSIS) THROUGH
e THE ARMY OCCUPATIONAL SURVEY PROGRAM WITH THE UNDER-
i STANDING THAT SUSPENSE DATES FOR THESE SURVEYS WL
ey BE MUTUALLY AGREEABLE BETWEEN MILPERCEN AND ARTSG.
Y I-22
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USAREC. Participates in the study of the quality and quantity

of accessions, and projections/trends for the 1980's.

CAA,

Provides analytical support with regard to training paramecters

and combat simulations.

Provides members to specified consultant groups.
USARI.
Participates in development and conduct of various training tests.

Assists in the development of various learning/decay/reacquisition

Provides members to specified consultant groups.
USAHSC,

Provides information and evaluation of the training strategy,

institutional and unit, of individuval medical soldiers within field units.

Provides information and evaluation of the collective training

program for medical units within the field forces.
(3) Provides information and evaluation of the training support
materials furnished to medical units to support the training program.

9. LITERATURE SEARCH.

Responsible/Interested Organizations. See Annex E.
Related Studies.

DOD directed long range base structure study.

DA directed division/brigade stationing study.
TRADOC analysis of Enlisted Accession Optioms.
Officers Training and Education Review.

Division Restructuring Study.
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10. REFERENCES. See Annex F.
11. ADMINISTRATION.

a. Support.

Sy Clarw e tE R

(1) The ARTS will require from Fort Belvoir office space for 17 full-

e Snd
P4

1 4

time members (14 officers, 3 secretaries) and 10 liaison officers. Conference

space for up to 50 participants will be required for 150 days during FY 78.

e A

(2) Expenses: ($000)

g

ﬁ{

N& (a) Civ Salaries and Allowances = 68.5
(b) Consultant fee - 20.0
(c) Supplies (expendables) = 5.0
(d) Equipment rental = 8.0
(e) Military per diem = 74.6
(f) Military travel o= 63.7
(g) Consultant Group(s) travel = _38.4
278.2

(h) Details are found as Annex H.

b. Milestone Schedule.

(1) 7 Oct - Draft Study Directive to DA.

(2) 12 Oct - Costing/RM Coﬁsultative Group Meeting.

(3) 25-29 Oct - ARTSG Orientation Week with LNO.

(4) 31 Oct - 1 Nov -~ Education/Training Consultative Group Meeting.
(5) 31 Oct-2 Nov - TEA Consultative Group Meeting.

(6) 7-8 Nov -~ Army 1985 Consultative Group meeting.

(7) 14 Nov - RC Consultative Group Meeting.

(8) 21 Nov - NCO Consultative Group Meeting.

I-2k
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(3) 19 Dec - ARTS SAG IPR. SAG will meet quarterly to provide
guidance to the ARTSG.

(10) 15 Feb 1978 - ARTS Study Plan for long term effort.

(11) 1 Aug 1978 - ARTS Near Term Report.

(12) Consultant groups will hold meetings as required with an estimated
frequency of once every 2 months. Subcommittees of selected consultant groups
may be required to meet more frequently.

c. Control procedures.

(1) Members of the Study Advisory Group (SAG) should include: CG,

TRADOC (Chairman); DA DCSOPS, DA DCSPER, ASA M&RA, DUSA(OR), DAS/DPA&E,

NGB, CAR, USAREUR DCSOPS, FORSCOM DCSOPS, senior representative from bARCOMAND d.]]
(2) The Director, Army Training Study will be a member of each consultant

group; other members should be senior representatives, as follows:

(a) Education/Training: DA DCSPER, DA DCSOPS, FORSCOM DCSOPS, TRADOC
DCST, ATSC, TDI, ATB, ADMINCEN, LOGCEN, CACDA/CATRDA, USARI , OTERG.

(b) Test/Evaluation/Analysis: DUSA(OR), TRADOC DCSCD, TRADOC DCST,
ATSC, OTEA, TCATA, TRASANA, AMSAA, TECOM, CDEC, USARI.

(c) Costing/Resource Management: DPA&E, COA, TRADOC DCSRM, TRADOC

DCSCD, TRADOC DCST, FORSCOM COMPT, USAREUR DCSRM, TRASANA.
(d) Reserve Component Training: DA DCSOPS, FORSCOM DCSOPS, TRADOC

DCST, NGB, OCAR,
) (e) Army 1985: DA DCSRDA, DA DCSOPS - Requirements, TRADOC DCSCD,

H
%
5%
-
-~
-
'

TRADOC DCST, SSI/AWC‘ PM and TSM for XM-1, IFV, Copperhead, PATRIOT, FASCAM

(School Representative), TACFIRE, and the Automatic Test Support System

(ATSS).
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Majors Academy, Division CSM each from USAREUR, coNus Light Ingantry Divi.
cions, a CS§ School, a Training Center; E-6 Drill Sergeant, E-6 from
USAREUR (Combat Arms MOS), E-6 from CONug (highly technical MOS )
E-6 initial entry 1971 or later, p.¢ fr;m OCAR & NGB.

d. Study format or outline. TBD.

€. Action documents. N/A.

f. As the study Progresses, close coordination wil} be maintajined
with the Director of Army automation (DAA) on matters relating to
Management information Systems and all impacts on automation that

recommendations of the study may create,
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A. Analytical Process Description

B. Detailed Study EEA
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D. Detailed Excursion EEA
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. Annex A STUDY ANALYTICAL PROCLSS LLSCRIPTION
Ky s
Y .
:ék:' The pirpose of the study analytical process is to provide the framework for |
iyl |
:&%: linking combat cffectiveness, training proficiency, training programs, and
o resources. (See Anncx I, Analytical Process Illustration.)
'y .
:gbd 1. Training Proficicncy.' Training proficiency is the degree to which a
) :
K unit is trained to perform the assigned mission. The components from which
!
' i“ proficiency is derived are individual capabilities and collective skills, "
~ .. |
* |
’52 Initial work with the analytical process will use the Army Test and Evalua-
o
ot
A tion Program (ARTEP) as a measurement of collective training proficicncy and ‘
,ﬁ; Skill Qualification Test (SQT)/Soldiers Manual (SM) as a measurcment of
*.
¥ »
*2?: individual training proficiency. The suitability of using SQT's and ARTEP's
¥
& 'h\
fgf as a measurement of training proficiency which can subsequently be us:<d tc
O determine combat effectiveness is of primary interest. 1If it is determinud
.3'.‘_..-
*ij that SQT and/or ARTEPS cannot be used, suitable criteria will be develoy:ad
W
o
2hn for this purpose. Analysis to confirm the accuracy of these measurerent
hly techniques will be part of the essential analysis used in developing th:
So
,*h analytical process, Training readiness (TNGR) will be defined as the
o
33? sustained level of proficiency which can be maintained. However, neithcr
J
-QP&} training rcadiness nor training proficiency are directly translatable into
0‘ ¢
d
.‘j combat effectiveness so simulations and war games must be used.
o
“ﬂj 2. Combat Effectiveness. Combat effectiveness is dependent upon the
f\$ readiness level of training, personnel and logistics, but also intangibles
L%
ﬁgﬁ of tactical readiness and personal/leadership readiness. The personncl
)
L]
-gﬁ: readiness (PERp) and logistical readiness (LOGR) are the conditions which .
N describe the potential to conduct and sustain combat in manpower and
et
}:: logistical support. They are prescribed presently in AR 220-1. Tactical
’).
'tiz readiness (TACR) is the measurement of the ability of the leader and staff
LT
e to successfully integrate the combat systems under representative battlefield
Y conditions as measured by variable weapons exchange outcomes derived from
Ay
ey 5
y 4 -2
o
c't’p.: l
@
3,
:‘:'.c
) [

ot gt ;
) g.:,,:f,,u“,,n,;_ 1ALy 3%



war simulation games; e.g., CAMMS, 1St BATTLE OR BATTLE. Personal/Leader-
ship readiness (P/LR) is the leaders' subjective assessment of the leadership
climate of his subordinates. The battlefield significance of each, and the
implied interactions, have probable significance to particular training
programs. Specific training programs will be examined for combat effective-
ness sensitivity to fluctuations in these variables. Further, the study
analytical process attempts to translate the proficiencies dérived from
training programs into combat effectiveness. Combat effectiveness is
primarily dependent on systems' designed capabilities (Wp) as influenced

by a function of varying levels of readiness of training (TNGR), personnel (PCRR),
logistics (LOGR), and intangibles of tactical (TACR) and personal/leadership
(P/Lg): CE = Wp . £(TNGR, PERp, LOGp, TACp, P/Lg). Ideally, these war models
in producing predictions of combat effectiveness simulate the intecractions

of many weapon systems, combat systems, and support systems. Insights are
expected into the combat worth of weapons systems for allocation of resources.
Similar insights should be developed concerning the relative effectiveness

of major combat systems (maneuver, fire support, intelligence, etc.).

3. Models of War. The study analytical process uses war gaming simulations

extensively., These simulations are of two basic types with some overlaps.
These are the relatively detailed computer simulations developed and used by
the Combat Development process and the games principally used as training
vehicles developed within the Training Development process. These models are
built with a multitude of parameters used to describe the effects of weapon
systems on the battlefield against a designed threat. For this reason, values

for each model input can be gselected/varied, and the resultant impacts on the
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battlefield can be assessed. The war models also can be used to address the
comparative influence of different categories of weapons systems on the
battle. The product from these models of war will be red kills, blue kills,
force exchange ratios, Forward Edge of the Battle Area (FEBA) movement, etc.,
which are regarded by the Combat Development community as credible measures
of combat effectiveness, Study analysis will address the problem that ARTEP
and SQT/SM results (measures of proficiency) contain very few of the data
elements required as input for simulations and war games.
4. Bridge - Training Proficiency to Models of War. The link between pro-
iciency and simulations/war games is the association of ARTEP and SQT/SM
results to a list of model parameters selected as sensitive to training. This
list must match parameters associated with individual proficiency, collective
proficiency, joint proficiency, and identify those parameters which cannot be

associated with training proficiency (e.g., Armor thickness).

individual training °  Pl, P2, P3, P4, P10
collective training Pl, P5, P6, P10
joint proficiency Pl, P10

training independent P7, P8, P9

Most of the variable parameters in computer simulation models are not related

0y to SQT results. However, since the SQT samples from many SM tasks, it can
f"q
ES be taken to be an estimate of individual proficiency of the force. Conse-

quently, SQT performance can be used as a basis for adjusting parameters in

SR

the war simulation models. By looking at the performance of soldiers on

"

Ei
‘l
l~"
.
v
v

those tasks most closely associated with specific parameters (i.e., first
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aid tasks are not particularly related with tank gunner skills and/or

probabilities of hit), a spread of SQT scores will be revealed.

Soldiers <

¥ % SQT Score Y

Using computer programs, that distribution of scores can be inserted into

the war simulations. By setting the parameter values in that way the simulation
will then play a force with representative individual proficiencies. Similar
procedures can be used in estimating collective proficiencies by judicious
selection and evaluation at predictive ARTEP events.

S. Training Programs. The study analytical process will describe training
programs as allocations of time. The model assumes unit commanders allocate
their total unit training time (Tt) between collective training (Ta), training
for ARTEP tasks, and training for individual tasks in SM/SQT (Ts). Tt=Ta+Ts.
Essential analysis will investigate the mutual benefit of Ta time for SM/SQT
proficiency and vice versa. Individual training time within the Training
Base (Ti) comprises the other major block of training programs. Although it
is recognized that some collective training is conducted in the institution,

this model assumes it to be negligible compared to the collective training
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:ﬁaﬁ accomplished in units. While collective tasks are practiced in
g the training base, predominatly this is focused on the skills re-
3\3 quired of the individual as a member of the collective team,
' : Training program alternatives are developed by varying Ta, Ts and Ti.
by !
f;( The study model contains the flexibility to: hold Tt constant and - J
1f trade-off Ta and Ts; vary Tt letting Ta and Ts seek their required
E{ﬂ levels; trade-off Ts and Ti; etc. .
”2} The model recognizes that a great deal of individual training takes
é‘; place at the lowest echelons which does not require a formal time
akﬂ allocation within the unit, Therefore, TS = Tsl <4 Ts2, where Tsl
gﬁ:. is formally allocated time in the unit for individual training and
Eii Ts2 is the informal training time spent in the unit (e.g., a squad
:%5 leader teaching first aid or weapon disassembly, or use of TEC
!;é* lessons). Ts2 could be considerably more productive in units,
E;; particularly with increased in training support materials. Therefore,
‘: given more support materials the madel can reflect reductions in
;2?? demand on the total training time available to a unit and the
?;: resultant pressure to assume more individual training tasks respon-
%.H sibility in the training base.
5
g
Yo
g .
o
¥ ‘_-_.'-
2
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The model also defines T, as Tp)] + Tp2. Tal is that collective
training time which is traditional in nature and generally a major
consumer of resources and Battalion Ficld Training Days. T,j is
less traditjonal in nature, consumes much less resources and is
characterized by the use of the latest collective training technology.
Examples are leader wargames (CAMMS, BATTLE, etc.), TEWTS, CPX, scaled
miniature ranges, conduct of fire trainers, etc. Many units must
place a great deal of reliance on Tp2 to maintain required collective
proficiency. The constrained armor units in Berlin and Wiesbaden
is a perfect example. The model can reflect this situation and con-
sider its importance in light of available resources.

6. Bridge - Training Proficiency to Training Programs. The link
between training proficiency and training programs will be a series
of learning, decay, and reacquisition curves as a function of time

(Ti, Ts, Ta).

Soldiers
Manual
Tasks

decay

X%
learning ™

graduate
Ti

X,

FEEES

-«
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A typical curve from the institution would indicate that for given periods

of time in the institution (Ti) increased individual proficiency is gained.
Time in the institution is dependent upon the number of tasks trained there
and the time to train each. Upon graduation and with no additional training,
proficiency would decrease at some rate.

When the individual leaves the institution and enters the unit, the learning/
decay curve becomes a function of time spent on individual training in the
unit (Ts). In order to maintain.proficiency units must train on a regular
basis to make certain that the oscillation of decay and reacquisition of

proficiency never falls below the minimum required.

X= Achicvable Level Within
Soldiers Constraints

Manual
Tast.s X ------;;”_‘~\
X 4
enl --ol-cnc-
X reacquisition

Ts

The SM system establishes this minimum level which is required by the
individual (X min). This X min will vary by type unit and may be
verified. However, constraints due to the personnel management system
and which exist in the institution are such that the individual entering
the unit may be at a level (Xo) below X min. Thus, there may be a period

of time the individual in the unit is below the standard required.
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Therefore, individual training in the unit has two tasks: first, to
bring new personnel up to standard proficiency as quickly as possible,
and secondly to maintain that proficiency.

0f equal if not greater priority in unit training, however, must be the

attainment of collective training proficiency as measured by ARTEP.

ARTEP
Task
Levels
1
11

Although the Army sets ARTEP levels to be achieved, Level 1 or 1I, the study
analytical process would attempt to examine the area on a continum in terms |
of ARTEP tasks passed. This percentage of tasks passed would be considered
to be a function of Ta, where Ta is measured in terms of Battalion Field
Training Days (BFTD). Unit training requirements could then be discussed

in terms of BFTD needed to reach proficiency.

7. Resources. These include administrative facilities, supplies, and
equipment, training facilities, ammo rates, transportation, travel, and
personnel salaries and allowances. All of these resources can be translated
to a dollar value. Both one-time and recurring costs will be considered.
Military and civilian manpower spaces will be identified and tracked
separately from dollars because of the critical nature, general shortage,
and visibility of manpower spaces, especially in the training base.

The distinction between mission and base operation costs will be maintained,
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and this distinction will require refinements in the formulae described

below. Dollars are easily manipulated, as they are a unit of measurement

with a single finite value. Manpower measurement will require more

sophistication because of the qualitative variation in manpower spaces

by type (mil or civ), grade, MOS, and other qualificationms.

8. Bridge - Training Programs to Resources. The training programs are

described by time (i.e., Ta, Ts, Ti). Units allocate Tt between Ts and

Ta, and iﬁstitutions spend Ti, All three of these can be converted to a

dollar base. This conversion requires the development of workload measurc-

ment factors to distinguish the training workload and efficiency being

accomplished in the unit or in the institution. (For institutional

training, these factors already exist.) Next, formulae must be developed

to relate the respective workload factors to dollar and manpower cost,

Because of precisc P8 accounting, the workload-dollar formula in the

training base is already established. P2 accounting is lcss precise

and will require analysis in order to develop workload formulae for

units. These workload factors and formulae will then provide the basis for

varying the parameters Ta, Ts, Ti, which are directly related to the workload

factors, and determine the resultant effect on resources, or vice-versa.

9. Description of Analytical Process Interactions. Below are listed steps

which illustrate how the developed analytical process could be used to

analyze the Army Training Problem:

Step 1. Trade-off the total unit training time available (Tt) between
collective (Ta) and individual training (Ts). Assume the first
priority is to ARTEP tasks; units will spend time required to

produce the highest level of collective proficiency attainable.
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W Step 2. Consequently, set the model parameters related to collective
'y proficiency at maximum.
[ ‘u\‘:
.:} Step 3. The balance of unit training time would be spent on individual
S :
N . . . .
Y training. This dictates the amplitude and frequency for individual
i
i;} . decay/reacquisition in the unit, given a minimal acceptable
2
1S
‘:j individual proficiency level. That in turn dictates the required
Al
!_j - level of proficiency for institutionally trained graduates. The
£+, total program (Ti, Ta, Ts) should achieve proficiency to the
-
- level of AMSAA/DT/MN parameter values.
T
b Step 4. Thus, set model parameters related to individual proficiency at
Fy
_1 a maximu.
\:'
\f Step 5. Maximum collective and maximum individual proficiency will yield
\ "
..
’5? optimal Combat LEffectiveness.
Y
?q Step 6. Measure $ associated with the training program just described by
AN
;} Ti, Ta and Ts.
g
D Step 7. Next take one case of high individual proficiency and lesser
&N .collective; do steps 1-6.
.r:'
B a Step 8. Next take one case of high collective proficiency and lesser
)
.2,/ individual; do steps 1-6.
ot Step 9. Repeat for alternative training proficiencies. The result will be
:; a series of training programs each yielding a combat effectiveness
il . outcome and each associated with a resource level.
R
i
!
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Step 10.

Step 11.

' PT
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Determine 3 alternatives:

CE Training Program Resources
Red/Blue Tp, Tgs T1 $
? = A ' | Unit:iiiii!l
? = B Unit

it

g

Conduct excursions on these three alternatives based on the CE
equation (CE = Wp . £ (TNGR, LOGR, PERR, TACg, P/lg)) or on
critical topics and policy conditions. That will allow
conclusions concerning the relative sensitivity in terms of

CE and resources for each of three training alternatives to the

fluctuation of other variables.
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ANNEX B. DETAIL STUDY EEA

RESOURCES TO TRAINING

1. VWhat P2 funds are attributable to unit training? (Represcntative
units to be selected)

a. What P2 training attributable funds are spent on individual train-
ing (Soldier's Manual (SM) tasks)? Wthat are the manpower and dollar costs
by appropriation (OMA, MPA, PA) by program element (mission and base op-
erations); by eslement of expense category (personnel, supplies, eauipment,
travel, contractual services, other)?

b. What P2 training attributable funds are spent on collective
training (Army Traininpg and Evaluation Program (ARTEP) tasks)? What are
the manpower and dollar costs by appropriation (OMA, MPA, PA), by nrogram
element (mission and base operations), bv element of exnensc caterory
(personnel, supplies, equipment, travel, contractual services, other) and
by specific cost elements (POL, ammunition, remair parts, naintenance, etc)?

¢. What do the "shadow schools' cost the units in manpower and dollars?

d. What is thc cost of special and contingency operations schools?

2. What is the cost of individual training in the institutions? What

are the manpower and dollar costs by appropriation (OMA, MPA, PAQ), by
program element (mission and base operations), and by element of expense
category (personnel, supplies, equipment, travel, contractual services,
other). Training associated with the baseline (current) systems, Mannower
should be identified by military (Off/WO/Enl) and civilian. Costs should
be identified by appropriation and should include mission and base op-

eration costs,
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"Q 3. What are the cost/usage factors for training support methods such

) as Training Extension Courses (TEC), SM, Training Circulars, Correspondence
Courses, Improved Technical Documentation and Training (ITDT), RCALTRAIN,
etc? What are the cost/usage factors for training devices such as the
Cli-47 Flight Simulator, Missile Theater, M.70 TOW Trainer, etc?

) 4, What is the cost of institutional training other than TRADCC and : d
f ﬁ active duty units (e.g., DARCOM, Army Health Services Command)?

Jou, S. What is the cost of Night/NBC training and incremental cost associated
e with extended reverse cycle training?

fﬁ:j 6. What resources are required to assure continued capability to sunport
the mobilization training requirement?

7 7. What are the relative costs of self-pacing compared to current programs?
ey 8. !low does contractor cost for institutional training compare with cur-

rent traininge costs?
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TRAINING TO PROFICIENCY

1, How were current SM and ARTEP tasks develoned?
2. How well does proficiency on SM tasks measure an individual's ability
to fight his weapon system, or perform his specific dutv?
3. How well does proficiency on ARTEP tasks measure the collectivce
abilities to fipght weapon systems or perform the unit's assirned mission.
4, What is the relationship betwecen SM tasks passed and time spent in
the institution?
5. What is the relationship betwecen SM tasks nassed and the absence of
time spent on individual training (i.e., decav curves)?
6. What is the relationshivn between SM tasks passed and time formally
allocated for individual training in units?

e Bringing entry level personnel up to S\ standards

° Maintaininy SM standards
7. What is the relationship between SM tasks passed and the denrece/
intensity of employment of varijous training sunport materials?
8. What instruction can be elinminated/reduced from BT/AIT/OSUT without
degrading priority individual training proficiency? Illow much time is
required to develop loyalty, esmrit, unit morale and discipline?
9, What is the impact on the proficiency relationship to time if 10%,
25%, or 40% of institutional training is transferred to units?
. 10, What is the relationship between ARTEP tasks passed and time spent

on collective training in units?
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11, What is the relationship between ARTEP tasks passed and time sin;e
the iast ARTEP?

12. what increases in training proficiency can be achieved through ARTEP
without troops using vari;us combat simulation techniques -- CATTS, CAMMS,
BATTLE?

13, What is the increase/decrease in individual proficiency attributable
to collective (ARTEP tasks).training in units?

14. What is the increase/decrease in collective proficiency attributable
to individual (SM task;) training in units?

15, What are the impacts on training proficiency of working under diffi-
cult conditions -- night/NBC/lack of sleep/stress?

16, What training programs are required to ensure 30%, 50%, 70% of énlisted
personnel validate higher grade.in sqQr? '

17. What is the impact on proficiency of interoperability training?

18, For what skills can the Army consider contract training?

19, How does the current unit training readiness report (AR 220-1) cor-
relate with actual training profic;;ncy?

20, Wwhat is the relationship between SQT scores and personnel MOS status
as stated in the current unit readiness report?

21, What changes should be made in the unit training readiness report?
How could SQT and ARTEP results be modified so that they can be employed
in a readiness reporting system?

22, What peacetime training policies hinder ‘the development of training

proficiency, such as safety requirements on live fire?
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23, What training proficiency is achieved through use of shadow schools?
24, How much training time does a trainer need to sustain proficiengy
of his soldiers in all Soldiers Manual tasks? What is the impact on
learning curves? Of the competence of the trainer?
25, What training records (if any) should be maintained in institutions
7 and/or units, What if any should be forwarded to Army level?
. 26, What training proficiehcies (both individual and collective) are

achieved through contingency training?
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PROFICIENCY TO WAR MODELS

1, How is training proficiency incorporated into the traditional M.F.S,
(Mobility, Firepower, Survivability) formula used in war games?
2, How can we improve our capability to measure parameter proficiency?

(Ex: Rates of fire can be measured. Ability to read/use terrain can not +
be measured precisely.)

3. Do existing models adequately provide for variations in individual
training levels?

4, Do existing models include provision of collective training factors?
S. What is the pérformance required of personnel and equipment to win on

the mid-intensity battlefield during the mid 1980's?

6. What SM tasks can be translated directly to parameters in current
simulations?

7. What ARTEP tasks can be translated directly to parameters in current
sinulations?

8., What SM tasks can be translated indirectly to parameters in current
simulations?

9. What ARTEP tasks can be translated indirectly to parameters in

current simulations?
10. Can tests be designed to be administered with SQT that would yield
values for parameters used in current simulations?

i1, Can tests be designed to be administereé with ARTEP that would yield

values for parameters used in current simulations?
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. 12, Can new models be designed which directly use training parameters?
W 13. How are training and human factor parameters incorporated into
j ? AMSAA data? . )
3 14. What is the relationship between SM task passed and system capability
e . as described by MN/DT/AMSAA curves?
. 1S, What is the relationship between ARTEP tasks passed and system
* capability as described by MN/DT/AMSAA curves?
\jﬁ 16, To what degree can the ability of the unit commander and staff to
:;- integrate combat systems on the battlefield be incorporated into war
models?

3 17. How are motivation/morale related to training proficiency? (Which

E&f comes first -- does proficiency lead to motivation and morale?)
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WAR MODELS TO CE

1., What influence would a short warning scenario have on the Total.Army
training system?

2. Is motivation/morale as important as skill level in combat effective-
ness?

3. VWhat is the comparative influence of different categories of weapon
systems on the battlefield? Combat systems?

4, What is the proper echelon to measure combat effectiveness (crew,
platoon, company)?

S. What is the appropriate measure of combat effectiveness for AC, for
RC?

6. What is the impact on combat effectiveness of the abiliiy of the
leader and staff to successfully integrate weapon systems on the battle-
field? To integrate combat systems?

7. Can levels of personnel training, levels of night training, levels
of efficiency of crew operations or logistics be varied in multiple runs
of games to derive different battle payoffs?

8. What are the relative contributions of tactical readiness (TAC R)
and training proficiency to combat effectiveness? How do these factors
relate to or affect weapon design capabilities?

9. What is the impact on combat effectiveness of degree of interopera-

bility with allied nations? Can this be incorporated into war models?
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ANNEX C. EXCURSIONS
Listed below are excursions planned for the Army Training Study. All of
these excursions are to be addressed in the long term effort. Which of

these excursions can be treated in the near term depends upon their

priorities and the required effort to do each relative to that which will

be available over the next year.

(1)
(2)
3
4)
5)
(6)

Initial prioritization is as follows:
Individual Training.

Personnel Programs.

Unit Tra;ning Support Conditions.

Reserve Training.

"Mature" First Battle.

Unit Replacement System.

While the excursions are listed separately they are not mutually exclusive.

Changes in one could affect any one or several of the others.

I-47

-------

PR TR LT Tn,
WASALHLHLANHL. S

W)
22




= VAS ot
E) S

gn-I

«~
o~
23

- $7300H
RIIVI0Wd .

pun Skv¥o0¥d 733311903

$32430sN

ONINIVNY ¥va
TR T | 1enpLagpul

ONINIWML 30 S3A¥ND ONINJVIT dJ0
XIK JONVHO SJIONIIOIAIT Isnrav

* (ATuo s3danosax uo 3oeduy Ley :330N) ‘Al YIS Jo o2pd Yiy 9q prnoa

=17 uosyoel 34 ‘88 ‘s3yun pIITy o3 9seq Supaieay jo s3zxed uyssy -9
‘Afuo =seq

Ti:e.T 2yl ul ssadoad-ur “°9°1 ‘sjtun ut Surureay Lijua JeIITUT IV °qQ
*933 ‘o1seq

paonpax ‘SOW 2wos 103 IIV =-- S3tun ul 3ururexy [enpralpul paseaioul ‘e
:saAT3IPUIdITR SuiMOllO3

9yl apnIout IITA SITun 3Yyj pue aseq Surujeal ay3l ua3aMm3Iaq Xju Sujureay ayg

‘swexdoad Buyuiell 9AIIBPUIAITE WOXF 3ITNSIT TIIM s:uaﬁa;;nbax 9d2anosax pue ssau

-3A3:799339 jeqwod ‘Adouarorjoad FuiurEIil JO STIAI] SNOTIEBA ‘Ssadoad (eollf[rue
3yl jo sueaw £q Sasand asoyl Surien[eBAd pu® Ssaaind Sujuieal 3yl jo adols

ay3 Sutisn{pe g *3IFun 3Y3 U PUR UOTINITISUT BY3 UT Pajdnpuod Jujuierl jO
Xjw 9yl uy salueyo pue (IOIBTNWIS /4-HD 20 ‘SIDJ ® ‘1ALl jJo uoridope ay3 se
yons) A3ofouysrai/sonbruyssy Juturexy uy sa8ueyd jo 3oedwy Iyl auIWIaIaIp 03I SF

uotAgnaxa BujuTe1l TENPTIATPUT IY3 JO aaTIdoafqo ayl -Fuiuyexl [enpIAIPYl I

- p R KA A A . . W ., - ) e .
Ty \ SOOI OO0 ( 0 0 \ i
I ;"‘3?‘ ?2\9'.5 " A, “-‘.‘t"‘.ah.,"rr. ‘fz’l‘,t'l‘»'! ;'i'a’ﬂa'\fa ‘!i‘.zg'l.'h‘nﬁj,le' |!-.n"l!g'b.yh,:'!.x.j'ko l‘,z:l.* DOdiey

MK N MM




2. Personnel Programs. The objective of the personnel excursion is to

determine the impact on training proficiency and resources of variations in

. personnel instability and quality of people trained by the Army, e.é., trends

toward lower mental category accessions. Again, it is through adjusting the

learning/decay/reacquisition curves that various combat effectiveness and

training proficiency outcomes will be matched to training programs and

. . resources. For example, the personnel instability problem forces units to

4 repetitively retrain the same material both individually and collectively,

the result being a more gradual reacquisition curve. Of course, the basic

ability to learn has a similar impact on the learning curve.

ADJUST RATES OF
LEARNING CURVES

" Indtvidual ' Institution
vAR TRAINING
E mooeLs norICICY | coliecetve | procrns Unte RESOURCES
K.
L - ~
l
)
. " ? A .
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3. Unit Training Resource Support. The objective of the unit training

resource support excursion is to congider the impact of reduced trajining

At

resources on unit training ﬁroficiency and combat effectiveness. By

i

assumirg levels of available resources (e.g., decrements of 30% equipment,

Eg 30% ammunition or 507% POL) structure a division training program in CONUS

V;: ; and adjust the proficiency reacquisition capability. This analysis will

E@ produce various levels of training proficiency which result in different ' ’-
;é levles of combat effectiveness in terms of losses and other measures. This

N

excursion will explore impacts of national resource conservation policies.

Additionally, it will be applied to USAREUR circumstances to portray the

battle outcome costs of reduced levels of resources.

ADJUST FOR LACK DECREMENT UNIT
OF RESQURCES i TRAINING RESOURCES

)4

_Individual Inseicueion .
AR TRAINING
e KODELS PROFICIENGY ) coprecetve |  procasns Uate REsourcEs
? ? ?
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e .
A 4. Reserve Training. The objective of reviewing Reserve Component
3 :
_':'— training policies is to investigate their impact on the D+30 and D+60
x battlefield. Determination of the levels of proficiency achievable prior
o
-
'\{ to deployment on D+30 will be the first step. Alternative training
1%
ol strategies would be analyzed to improve the premobilization training
{
.‘-;’ proficiency as well as examine the feasibility of alternative initial
"
:: training programs and intensive refresher/upgrade programs which could
Y
et - enhance RC accessions.
‘i.l
5
o
()
-P\.
<
7 ADJUST FOR
4 SET AT 30 DAY GAIN
( D+30, D+60 60 DAY GAIN
J'
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A

1%

. Individual l Institution
AR TRAINING
c PROFICIENCY RESOURCES
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5. "Mature" First Battle. The objective of the "mature" battle excursion

{s to assess the training profile of units after battlefield attrition

3AD, SCORES 2a, Di%). Casuglties taken up to that point will have been

replaced with various MOS, i.e., tank crews may be filled with infahttymen

or clerks. Hence, combat effectiveness on the battlefield may be low. This

excursion will evaluate alternative training strategies which would minimize

the degradation of combat effectiveness and training proficiency during the )

"mature' First Battle and determine the impact of these strategies on

resource requirements. -
SET TO MATCH
SET AT AVATIABLE |
D+5 REPLACEMENTS
" tndividual Inscitution
vaR TRAINING
HOOELS PROFICIENGY | coltective | procanss Unte RESOURCES
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6. Unit Replacement System.
sion 1is to consider the impact of eliminating turbulence by deploying complete

units on a periodic basis (possibly 2 year cycle) - wunits trained by "train
and retain" policies.
problem, proficiency (particularly collective) will decay less rapidly and
that reacquisition will be more efficient and rapid. By adjusting those

curves tradeoffs of combat effectiveness and resources will result.

The prospect is that without the personnel turnover

ADJUST DECAY &
REACQUISITION CURVES

The objective of the unit replacement excur-

AR

" MODELS

PROF JC1ENCY

" Individusl Inst{tution
TRAINING
RESOURCES

Collective PROCRANS Uate
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ANNEX D, DETAIL EXCURSION EEA

INDIVIDUAL TRAINING

1, What changes in tr#ining techniques/technology (e.g., ITDT, FCIS,

CH-47 simulator) impact cbmbat effectiveness, training proficiency and

training resources? S . : -
a, How will increased simulator training for expensive, complicated

systems affect the acquisifion of training proficiency?
b. What will be the projected learning curves with the use of new

training technologies aﬁd techniﬁues?
c. Can combinations of ITDT and simulation be used with complex

systems to improve training proficiency and tﬁus combat effectiveness?

What are the resource iﬁplications?

2. VWhat changes in the‘training mix between the trainiﬁg base and the

units impact on combat effectiveness, mobilization capability, training

proficiency and training resources?
a. What is the impact on resources and combat effectiveness asso-

ciated with changes in the mix of training programs and changes in training

techniques/technology?

. b, What is the minimum length of BCT to gain basic skills and condi-

tion enlistees to the Army?
¢. What is the relationship between individual and unit training

for specialist skills? :
d. What minimum skills must the soldier have when he arrives in the

unit?

I-54
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e¢. Can crev training in the institutjon increase individual pro-
ficiency in the unit? What is the hierarchy of learning from individual
to collective by skill level?

f. What is the amount of actual time svailable to units to conduct
training?

g. What is the amount of training time required to optimize individual
training proficiency in un;ts?

h, VWhat are the resources (manpower, dollars, and time) ussociated
with alternative institutional training programs?

i. What are the resources associated with alternative individu#l
training programs in units?

J. Is there 8 systematic method to allocate tasks for training
between the unit and the institution? If pot, can one be developed? If
yes, is it being used properly?

k. What is the impact on proficiency and resources of various on-
the-jgp training (0OJT) programs?

3. Can methods such as exportation of part of the training base (e.g.,
an OSUT company) to units to provide individual/crew refresher training

increase proficiency ind productivity?
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PERSONNEL PROGRAMS

What sre or will be the impacts on combat effectiveness, proficiency,
training programs (e.g., standardizat..n) and related resources of:

a, Personnel stability/turbulence,

(1) How does personnel stability/turbulency influence training .

prograns?

Pu SR X A A —
A

=

N

*

(2) Determine the feasibility of maintaining unit leadership
stability in units over an extended period of time (2-3 years).

(3) What is the affect of peacetime attrition in training, both in

YT,
L4
LA

the unit and in the institution?

SR
A

oL

¢
&

b, The available manpower pool, enlistment criteria, and recruiting,

"

. o " '\
'J"} J'/“f

(1) What changes are expected in enlistment criteria? How will this

impact on individual training requirements in the training base?

(2) Are enlistees' sense of values more critical to training pro-
ficiency than intellectual aptitude?

(3) What is the availability of Army eligibles? Manpower pool?

(4) What should eligibility criterion be - age, mental, physical,
and educational?

(5) Should the amount of time required to learn a particular MOS
skill be tied to the length of service contract?

€. Mental category and other test battery discriminators.

(1) What is the correlation between motivation and mental category?

(2) What is the knowledge decay factor for each mental category?

PP N NP SR I e ."
Ty mmmEE R " O W e T N
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& (3) What time differential will be required to train low mental
s category personnel to desired level of proficiency?

Y
0 .
, (4) What additional resources will be needed to train low mental
T!.l. ’

i" category personnel to desired level of proficiency?
;1§ ; i (5) Determine the feasibility of the assignment of individuals to
., ) MOS by mental category.

11 ) -

. * (6) Determine the impact of individual motivation on acquiring/
; 2 retaining training proficiency?
o
'f d. Personnel shortages and/or grade mismatch, What are the battle-
Wil

" field and training program implications of NCO/leadership shortages and
k. grade mismatch?

]

“w

}tf e. Male/female replacements flow,
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:}} UNIT TRAINING SUPPORT IN RESOURCES

W , ‘

- 1, Determine the relationship between training proficiency and each of
FXR

\ 3' the following: equipment available/equipment required, ammo available/
"\.n"'

1‘\ ammo required, POL available/POL required, training time available/

N

fq}; training time required, instructor-student ratio, .
;‘. '5

\

%;ﬁ 2, What unit training programs have to be eliminated/reduced as a result
A0 3

'SE& of 30% decrements in various resources (ammo, POL, equipment)? What is
aha the effect of training equipment storage procedures similar to those

INCH

)

::% employed by GSFG?

¥

)

ﬂ&. 3. 1If units (both heavy and light divisions) are decremented 30% equip-
@

%f ment, what is the impact on training proficiency, combat effectiveness,
ﬂﬁb unit training programs, and related resources? What is the impact on
(el
;o morale, motivation in the unit?

‘5. 4, What is the impact on unit collective and individual proficiencies

L

o
#Qﬁ of national conservation programs? (e.g., 50% reduction in POL)

* .;-‘

;5‘ 5. What is the impact on individual proficiency resulting from limited
F%- access to training devices,

ol

: 2 6. What is the impact on individual/collective proficiency of limited
hs

b local training areas (e.g., laser devices) and constrained major training
1*}‘ areas (e.g., range days per year)?

:If
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RESERVE TRAINING
%é 1. What level of proficiency can be achieved for RC units prior to
&% deployment? What individual and collective training programs are required?
f; What are the resources?
E:£ a. How do all the other excursions influence Reserve combat effec-
:;? R tiveness, training programs, and associated resources?
2 b. Can the training system respond to mobilization requirements
;gg without revision? |
FS c. What is the relationship between training, proficiency and
K personnel retention in the RC?
§§ d. What is the relationship of individual to collective training
ilj in the RC in sustaining proficiency?
g$ e. What is the cost of training a RC unit to ARTEP standards?
Eg f, How would variations from the current 38 days of annual/reserve
;:f training impact on the combat effectiveness?
*54 g. How much training time is required annually to sustain an RC
:;% unit st ARTEP standards?
AJE h., What is the cost of training IRR to SM standards?
'*: i, How much training time is required annually to sustain IRR
~F% to SM standards? ‘
:;f . j. VWhat are the required resources of alternative training strategies %

4

to improve the pre-mobilization training of Reserve Component personnel

By’

* 4

(Officer/NCO/E1-E4)?

el
,

“l}llial“l :‘ -

B "
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k, What is the level of training readiness of an average roundout
battalion, D+30, D+60 unit? |

1, What ARTEP level should be required for those units which
would not be committed until after D+60? What training programs and

associated resources would be required?

m., How much increase in proficiency can be achieved in 30 days?

At what echelon should reserves be employed: as individuals, crews/

squad, ---«? What training programs and associated resources cre required
quad, g P

to maintain the appropriate pre-mobilization proficiencies?

2, Can simulations be played to a D+30 and D+60 scenario and can war

games be set at a D+30/D+60 scenario?

3. Historically, how were the most combat effective NG and RC units

trained?

1-60
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1. Can simulations be run to a D+5S scenario and can war games be set
at a8 D+5 scenario: (Heavy Division in Europe; Light Division in contin.
gency area)?
2, At De+5 what proficiencies will replacements possess under current
training programs and what. impact will they have on combat effectivencss?
3. Can we afford not to cross-train? What are actual costs within a
company and/or battalion to cross-train? Has such a program been evaluated?
8. VYhich members of a unit should be cross-trained in essential
combat MOS of that unit?
b, How much cross-training in individual skills should be conducted
in which MOS and at what echelon?
4, What alternative training strategies would rapidly upgrade proficiency

of war-time replacements?

% I-61
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UNIT REPLACEMENT SYSTEM

What are, or would be the impact on combat effectiveness, proficiency,

training programs, and their related resources if unit replacement was

adopted to alleviate turbulence?

a. What are the ﬁanpower and dollar cost (or savings) of deploying

and rotating complete units on a periodic ba¥is?

b. What resource savihgs in PCS and unit training could be achieved

through stabilization of assignments?

¢. How can combat effectiveness be measured in a unit replacement

system?

d. How will attrition in a deployed unit be replaced?

e. At what unit level should replacements be made by unit?

f. Determine the feasibility of institutional training and subse-

quent assignment of crews or squad size elecments.

g. What is the impact on institutional training of various unit

replacement concepts?

\
\
Vv
'
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v ANNEX E. RESPONSIBLE/INTERESTED ORGANIZATIONS
g

N
05! DUSA (OR)
W

-

T ASA (MRA)
ey

2 . TRADOC

)

Y FORSCOM
[AA .

e _ USAREUR

e |

g 8TH ARMY
Lo

i

::,' DARCOM
o‘_!'t

DAS

et DA DCSOPS
v

i DA DCSPER
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ANNEX F, REFERENCES

L}
']

B2 ad

P

-
*
e

’

s 8 & 5 4

1. Administrative and ?zo;edural.
a. AR 5-5.
b. AR 15-14.
c. AR 37-18.
d. AR 70-10. *
e. AR 71-9.
f. AR 381-11. .
g. AR 700-127.
h. AR 1000-1.
i. DA Pam 11-25.
j. FM 100-5,
k. TRADOC Reg 11-8 (DRAFT).
1. TRADOC Pam 71-8,
m., TRADOC Pam 71-10 (DRAFT).
n. TRADOC Pam 71-3.

2. Substantive.

a. TRADOC ltr from GEN Starry to GEN Rogers (CSA), dtd 25 Jul 77.
b. CSA ltr from GEN Rogers to GEN Starry (CG, TRADOC), dtd 11 Aug 77.

¢. OCSA ltr from GEN Kerwin (VCSA) to GEN Starry (CG, TRADOC), dtd
31 Aug 77.

d, OCSA ltr from LTG McGiffert (DAS) to MG Hixon (C/S, TRADOC),
dtd 31 Aug 77.

I-64




o dbadh Sl LSl haadh - hes v -
v il GO MRSt dah el Sat e dlabdbfc i SBC e el Sl Jiid aid SRl aFE 8o Bl e om0 h B8l d o d Aok o s ok iy e |

Annex G: Detailed Requirements
Key:

General: This annex lists various information required to address
specific EEA within the short term timeframe (1l year).

Columns:

1. EEA # - Lists the specific number of the EEA as explained
in Annex B and D.

2. Cell Content - This lists the selected systems (M60Al, REDEYE,
TOW, 31B, 41N, Artillery FO, 11B/H) which will be used in addressing
the various EEA. The term "Selected Systems' means that all the
possible systems will be considered for that particular EEA.

3. One year feasibility - This column indicates whether it is feasible
to address that specific EEA within the one year (short term) time-
frame.

4. Type of Effort Required - The type of study effort required; test,
staff study, research, etc.

5. Proponent - The organization chiefly responsible for addressing that
EEA.

6. Comments - Primarily this column lists various informational sources

for answering the EEA, Soldiers required for testing purposes are also
listed.

I-65




W O W TR T Y Ve be Bl b s i ais al oAl -adad st alk o dow Ail ach 3.k o 8 4 m AR B A acul il ath ath axh amd aid otk b ariatih il ath-atd okl akacolnt S ot R Al
g

>,
o
zi
! Aunex H ADMIN BUDGET FOR ARTSG
0' .
2 FY 78
¢
o ORGANIZATION
ol
'Mil civ
Perm 'LNO Perm ‘Temp
2 07@1 USAREUR@I Gsla@l GS 6@l
b 06 @ 2 FORSCOM @ 1 GS5@1
05/04 @ 8 DARCOM @ 1 Gs4@1l
B 04/03 @1 TRADOC @ 2
¢ EUSA @1 3
k 03/02@1 0@l
D Ncn el Consultant
* R@1
9 1 for 100 days
: 1
X EXPENSES ($000)"j
5 .
1. Civ Sal and Allowances (FY 77 rate).
. a. GS 12, Step 5: : 25.0
2 b. GS 6, Step 5: 15.0
ﬁ
\ c. G 5, Step 5: 13.0
h ,
i d. GS &4, Step 5: 11.0
W e. Overtime for secretaries, 500 hrs
Q@ $9: . 4.5
v 68.5
i 2. Consultant fee (incl travel).
100 days @ $200.00: , 20.0
3. Supplies (expendables): 5.0
. 4, Equipment rental (xerox, telephone
2 answering service - dictation): 8.0
\
) .
)
'SRV
OMA; probably all in sub-program 81
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S.

Military Per Diem.

8. Permanent members (12 mbrs average 200
days TDY)'

(1) 100 days @ $35.00 = $3500.00 X 12:
(2) 100 days @ $20.00 = $2000.00 X 12:

b. LNO (USAREUR, FORSCOM, TRADOC -- average
100 days)

100 days @ $20.00 = $2000.00 x &:

c. LINO (EUSA -- average 30 days)
30 days @ $20.00 = $600.00:

Military Travel (incl ground trans)

a. Permanent members (12 mbrs travel
200 days, average one trip every five
days with average distance of 750 mi.
(12 X 200/5 X 750 = 360,000 air miles
@ 15%¢ per mile:

b. LNO TRADOC use mil air.

¢. LNO FORSCOM (travel 100 days, average
one trip every seven days with average

distance of 450 mi (100/7 X 450 X 15.5¢):

d. LNO USAREUR (travel 100 days, average
one trip every 10 days with average dis-

tance of 2500 mi (100/10 X 2500 X 15.5¢):

e. LNO EUSA (two trips as required):

Consultant Group'Travel and Per Diem.

There are six consultant groups for the
study, each of which will meet at Belvoir
five times in FY 78. (RON one night,)

Each group has asbout eight members, one-
third of whom could be civilians. About
one-half of the consultant group member-
ship is from the Washington DC area. This
leaves about 23 members for whom travel and
per diem expenses will be incurred for five
trips to Belvoir (18 mil and 10 civ)

1-67
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Q' a. Military per diem

e, :

- (18 X 5 X $20.00): 1.8
§'3 b. Civilian per diem

o (10 X 5 X $50.00): 2.5
¢

;%5 c. Military travel (six members from

(@

TRADOC use mil air. Remainder

0 travel average round-trip distance

), of 2000 mi)

o

3§¢ (12 X 5 X 2000 X 15.5¢): 18.6
-t.

d. Civilian travel

-
[
.'.

P ',..n 'l‘} «

(10 X 5 X 200 X 15.5¢): 15.5

o

e % 5

AS Total ARTSG Cost ($000) 278.2

*y{ Assumptions:

(1) Base ops costs (office space/furniture/equipment, utilities,
o etc) provided by Fort Belvoir,

fa (2) Telephone bill will be less than $100 per month and will be
fg“ absorbed by Fort Belvoir.

;) (3) Government quarters provided to all LNO and military
Y consultant group members for TDY at Fort Belvoir.

1-68

2 TR IS TT A R ISRV .V T O Ca "
) Ly

N, 2 N
le:‘l'-,A"!l A" AN i’n ‘."." ‘.!.. \ ‘.ln' 'x Vet ‘\. (RN M X .'"o Dl o .‘ wis 'bf LX) 'eO ;‘.‘nl WO e i" IR RR K ".‘t‘.‘\. ; &

-

T W T .



LDS/NS
wO Ijuf Ul Wil Bujujwal = S1

d31yv
o 3jun uy awil Sujujeal = Yy

UwoTINITISUL UY WTL Sujurwal = I3

Sutuieay yowa 03
$32INOSDI VIANSWIH

wesxBoad

‘310N
ssauypeaa
Sujuteay aanseay
swex8oad s19pow aem 03

Sujureas snojaea 03
Aouayoarjoad e

SHVE90Ud
L
ONINIVML
uopINljIsul
SYVITOQ Sy ‘V1 ‘I
» . ‘

o 28 3 o § “27%"a 3"  —~ . oY o Soe N
AN LEOODI TR v

sanduy 3x33aweawd o3
&2u31d330ad awysuval

SAFII119D AONI1D1404d

SSIWIAYY
=23339 I9qWOd
30 sidadsw
119 3apFsuod
s19pow ansuz

S13G0H

1enpiApul

* JILUV'HS/IdS

ava

o-.gu vg,—ﬂﬂ
‘yaawi jo wy ‘Hyg

NDIIVEISATII SSAD0Ud TVOLLXIVRV

Vet
4......-..,. 2o

e

; T A N At
LY KRS Ao

LINTHEAOK

‘a1 /a

*1 XaNRV

1-69

5‘!- "r 4 eh!!&‘ )

c
5

by

Pirwel
miﬂ%m

)
» “



810319ea3U0d Kaaang 20aViL Apnis 33eas 83} 41¢ pue NG¥ 8
swa18LS
ON P2392138 aay10
o s1el1euy Ayuo
" ’ Lpmas 101 20avil 9 UOIIOITI0) ®vIwq sax 04 pue g1¢ °‘NGY L
-aswg Sul 203 uvIN .
UOT3IZJIIQON PaYysiIqeasy 20avel Lpnas 33eas sax swaysks pa3d31as 9
sysfieuy
204ViL B U0T3O3110D ®IBQ sax swa3sdg pa3dalas 'S
1401
os1v £q Apmis D3l /50avilL Kaaang 83} swa18LS padvTIS €
NOOQpPUEH 380) 331IN0D WsHa s1sivuy
SOW D0aWVil /20aVil 9 UoTIDATT0D ®IBQ 83X swa3ss paiddTas 4
.2211023dwo) vqbH
821pnIS UNIYYSN sysk1euy
NZ4d/SOWVD WOSH0d 9 UOIIDIBIT0) eIRd sax swa3sAg peldaYag 291
aINdN ALITI9ISVAd ¢
SINDBOD SININOAOYd M ‘S 140349 30 3dAL WVAX ANO INZINOD T12D vaa
SIDUNOSTY 0L ONINIVYEL
’
g, 4 ..4;3,4. 37, - AL, i P PR A, A —
RIS QUUONOS T AN DN SRR  SEEEEE O oRRet| JRoeiE 1S I

I-70

L)
:

t

h

Oy
L ]
Y
W

Y

»

< ara
En RN ARP N AR

I

Y

-~ .\."\‘
al.tl,-f:l

P
i

4 {mY

o

3L S s

NS

)

AT

'.:'l..o’? AR

' 0'

7,
5

Wi

LW

e e
ADMCI MR A

¥ i?q",;‘a L R

NESROOG IO OVORT
Ve g AN RY UF% )
i ~".h’f,u“uc‘0,

H

ey

by
L)
K



NIy 9 sysAeuy r
ave 3o uojawdyoraaeg sLuv 9 yoaeag wieq 1504 wa3sds paiddies p1°yi-6
31qrevajuy 8uyisal
8,104 19 JO MAaTAdY 20aVil Apnis 3yRIS/ITPOY 93} Juapuadepu]l waIsds ]
. sysA1euy
J0Qvil 9 UOTIdATT0D wIvd [ £ )8 guthm —vousu.m ¥ 4
, Sujof uo sysAeuy
POOH 34 3% 193] I¥V 250avVil B UOTIVAY10)D wIeg . 89X swa3ss pajdvieg 9
swa3sfg
ol Po310219S 33430
(vivolr)
204yl 3891 89} NGy ‘d1€ ‘1VOM 9
o h swa3sds i
“ ON PaId3as I94I0
. -
10D &yvo v
dooal 11V J0aVdl 20avil 389 83X NSy *€1¢  ‘T1VO9K 4 —
J0avil 3o
£3311qeded J9233L1suw
xXe) 11TIM 3J0Nx
A ¢ 203 3LIpay 007
WA ¢ 203 m03 002
¥ ¢ 303 vaw Og
AN ¢ 203 uaw (G
AA 7 303 wew 00T (vival)
:sdooal WOISHOd 20avVyl 1831 s3% swo3sfs palddIs g9 T
) 20GVel yoaves 1¥33a038TR s} swa3sds paydataes 1
¢IYINOAY ALITIGISV3d ¢
SINDH0D SININOJOYd b B 140443 30 IJAL | vz ano INJINOD TIZD va3
N AONZ2O1308d OL ONINTVSL

NN . , , TN XR I ....,........L.rr.smn...s.... BTl
A - s ; : iy S A X Y T Ny d ¢ o
e - - ol . - & 1 o Sl )'.\*! F-nl-n kwnlin'i V-T.Hum




S —y ————

)
. - oN swalss pajoayas | ez-9T
E {pnis 3s0d
YITA papniout sawyjoq SHOOVR Apnas 33yeas s9) swa3sds pa3dIas X4
M Apnas
SROJOVH /KoAang ROOVW 8ax swd3sds pa3deyas L 44
; . ssduypway Bujunjsal %cn
P . 3O uOT3IWIFITIuEnd . S
3 :Apnag O¥O s1uv -2 83} Juapuadapul waisis 12
p s3sf1vuy
3 S1YY % Yoxeag wleq 83X sua)ss pajode]as 0Z-61
200Vl 4pnas 33e3s s} NGy ¥ 1€ 81
S1yy oN swa364S paIIVIS 21
sys1euy
s1uy ¥ uoy3IdITI0) wIeQ 82X Swa38Lg pa3dIs (41
. aavInday ALITI4ISVad $
1 SINA0D SININOdO¥Ud M ‘S 1¥0443 40 34XL 4VaR aNO INILNOD 173D vaa
J

P 23 PP RPLP ¢ L, -\\-.\.’ » PR ' PR B BN RN I o a8 IS s & O P s
LAThrLE . P LM Y NN — AT AR ., WS TN R AP rre] IR ..
RO R i . SOP0 ) NP V| RRNER] S00L




™

e Aha Ao b - ah. 2k aan b o) .o

e diine AR SR A Ak ad ab oL o0 oo

T WTURTT WY Al an a0 .o

TR Y YT T W

(stvsn)
O¥AL0 (savvsn) 150D 1vV10L
ML (VIvsn) 2x3aay QNV MOl
Nmm_ 9 (SKuvvsn) H/ET1
Apnas (svivsn) 1€ 9 NSY
Away 3yl uy uswom | (sWuvvsn) s1eL1wuy 5 s31pn3g 04
00avil 33°3s patrwaag 89} 1VOM IV
ONINIVYEL TVOAQIAIGNI NOTSUNIXE
oN swa3sks pajoalss 8
©
S (vNvsvil)
J0avil Juaadoisaag ¥ .
s1s1vuy 19poy sax w2388 pajaelas 2
uoriedyoyiraed (OvI) sysi{euy
‘0S9%0-~3133vg ‘YD ooavil 9 sowe) Ien 935 swa3sAs paldaag 9
oN suR3Isg pa3IITIs -1
SSANAILOR423 1VANDD O1 STIAOW AVM
Vo
pue (OVD
VNVSVUL) sysAyeuy
DO VHL ¥ 831pMIS JJwas sax swalsds pIIdAYIS IV
aAINdDAY ALITI9ISY3d 4
SINTWI0D 1IN3NOdOY¥d M ‘S 190443 30 3dXL WVIA 3NO INIINDD T13D Va3

ST3COH ¥VA OL ADNIIOIJOU4




T T I T OV T T T N T Y

LRl Al i Bl b d Sad Bad B b S ii S b A e ahd aii ok ok 24

o1o Buyysiag-svivsn

uoyjepyIosuo)

9.-S. 309 :®92IN0S|NIIWALTIN ‘SINY 9 yd2a1w¥25 Wwieq 83X swa3sds paldayas 1Iv
WALSXAS LNIWIOVId3¥ L1INN
(VVO % NAONIKIV uoyaeyndjuey
YNVSNVEL ‘OvD) 12pon ‘uBysag
200Vl ‘S1¥V oFIeuadg Apnig jyeas sax swa1ss paydayas v
[1L1ve LS1 ,JYALWK,,
sysd{wuy
) J04ViL ‘WODSHOd 9 yoawas ®aIwg s3) 4X303¥ QRV MOL
s18d1wuy
000VEL ‘WDOSHOJ ¥ ysaeas eleq 83§ 1Yo TIV
1¥0ddNs ONINIVEL LIN
L) ich /o)
oMal 3X303Y ANV MOL
zSzv va-33450a
puv JFYvSn
¢Stl NEDYAITIN ‘s1yv S9TPpNIS JJwig 3% TVO9H ™™V
SHVEO0ud ‘TENNOS¥Ed
(Ovd) oogvil uoy3windyusy [apoy o wajeds paidejes z
S2J¥IIVY 9AI98Y
103 9suajag 3o
K95 9y3 o3 Issy UoYIVPTIOsUO)
I919qay ¥ I V20 ‘siav Ysxeas wieq s9x waishs peideyes 1
aW1IndI ALT1IaISVad ]
SINTHHDD ININOIONA ‘s 140443 30 IdXL YVix aN0 NOISENOXT . va3

ONINIVML FAYISTY

I-7h




CHAPTER 11
STUDY ADVISORY GROUP MEETINGS
l. Chapter 1I contains the results of ARTS Advisory Group meetings,

chaired by Commander, TRADOC, and conducted according to the following
schedule:

SAG DATE PAGE
1 19 Dec 77 11-2
11 14 Feb 78 11-10
11 18 Apr 78 1I-12
v 31 May 78 11-23
v 8 Aug 78 11-27

2, In accordance with the guidance of SAG I (page 1I-8, item 9), the
ARTS TEA '85 effort was transferred to HQS TRADOC in January, 1978,

3. As discussed on page 11-21, guidance received at SAG III essentially
confirmed the focus of the study group direction on an increased analysis
of data derived from Training Effectiveness Analysis (TEA) '78, and the
development of a Battalion Training Model (BTM) (hierarchy of training
tasks related to associated resource and readiness levels).

4, SAG IV was devoted primarily to an update of the Battalion Training
Model. The last SAG on 8 August 1978, SAG V, consisted of specific
observations, conclusions, and recommendations based on data drawn from
the TEA '78, BTM, and the ARTS attitudinal survey. Additionally, in-
sights were drawn from senior officer seminars, concept papers, and other

appropriate material, BTM and TEA follow-on activities were approved by
the SAG.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG-ATS 3 January 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: GENERAL STARRY

SUBJECT: Results of 19 December Study Advisory Group, Army Trainingz
Study

1. The attached MFR, forwarded for your approval, summarizes the
19 Dec 77 SAG decisions concerning ARTS recommendations made in the
following major areas:

Critical Issues

Monograph Outlines

TEA '78 Programs

TEA '85 QOutline
Excursion/Occasional Paper Topics
Response to DA Comments

Areas Not to be Addressed

Topics for Next SAG

2. The MFR includes your 20 Dec 77 resume of study guidance as well
as other SAG decisions which I feel are appropriate to the overall
study effort.

3. I am working on transfer of the TEA '85 effort to DCST/DCSCD and
will be prepared to brief you on that as well as our planning for
DPS 40 follow-up on 26 Jan.

Res tfully,

1 Incl RED C J. BROWN
as BG, A
Director

CF: .
DCST !
DCSCD
DCSRM ,

4
Approved 4;57
Need more information on

See me on
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG-ATS 3 January 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Results of 19 Dec 77 Study Advisory Group Meeting for Army
Training Study

The following elements of the Army Training Study effort were approved
by the first meeting of the Study Advisory Group:

a. Critical Issues. Cricical issues (SAG notebook pp 3-4) were
approved as modified by Incl 1, para a.

b. Monograph Qutlines.

(1) Monograph outlines (SAG notebook pp 28-57) were reviewed in
general and approved for the following six papers:

(a) Individual Training (BT, OSUT, Unit, NCOES)
(b) Reserve Training (Pre/Post Mobilization)

(c) Training Proficiency (TNGR, Learning Curves)
(d) Combat Effectiveness (TACR, P/LR)

(e) Training Programs (Tp, Tg, E)

(f) Cost of Training Resources (Indiv/Collective)

(2) In regar& to the monograpn on individual training, it was noted
that consideration should be given to total MOS proficiency rather than
only to system related skills. See Incl 1, para c.

c. TEA '78 Programs.

(1) Test, evaluation, and analysis programs for FY78 (SAG notebook
pPp 57A-81), to include field and analytical support, were noted and
approved.

(2) It was also noted that addressal of HAWK/IHAWK training pro-
blems due to force imbalance was in question and that ARTS would attempt
to resolve the matter with USAADS.

(3) Support by ARI was discussed as summarized in Incl 1, para e.

11-3
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" ATCG-ATS 3 January 1978

SUBJECT: Results of 19 Dec 77 Study Advisory Group Meeting for Army
Training Study

d. TEA '85 Outline. The TEA '85 outline (SAG notebook pp 82-88
w/Incl) was approved subject to the comments in Incl 1, para a(7),
(8) and (9).

e. Occasional/Excursion Paper Topics. Occasional and excursion
paper topics (SAG notebook pp 89-98) were approved subject to the

following comments:

(1) Consideration of contract training should be discontinued
per Incl 1, para f.

(2) Turbulence and its effect on training should be emphasized
in the study effort as noted in Incl 1, para d.

f. Response to DA Staff Comments. The general approach of the
study was considered consistent with DA staff comments (SAG notebook
pp 103-107) to the draft study directive. Major discussion elements
in regsponse to DA staff comments included, but were not limited to,
the following:

(1) Study emphasis will continue to develop the relationship
between resources and proficiency.

(2) Interim budget justification data for PPBS will be provided
by ARTS/TRADOC as required. This will be supported by preparation
of a "roadmap" outlining in general terms what policy/programs should
be pursued to achieve an effective and efficient total Army training
program for the mid-1980's.

(3) The Comptroller of the Army has SAG representation. SAG
meetings are scheduled approximately every two months for the first
six months.

(4) The disadvantages of event driven training such as ATP/ATT
are recognized. However, it may be appropriate to develop '"game books"
which emphasize selected skills critical to the maintenance of training
proficiency.

(5) In determining the optimum mix of individual training in the
training base and force, impacts will be assessed for increased train-
ing responsibilities in either institution or unit.

(6) In the development of peacetime training programs, emphasis

will be given to ensure that such programs function in a post D day
environment. '

I11-4
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ATCG~ATS 3 January 1978
SUBJECT: Results of 19 Dec 77 Study Advisory Group Meeting for Army
Training Study

(7) The long term study effort will focus on the Army of the mid- {
1980's to include the challenges of high/low equipment mix.

g. Areas not to be addressed. Approval was given for not
addressing the following study areas (SAG notebook p 108):

(1) Medical/legal/chaplain training.

(2) Flight training.

(3) Special mission training (UW, Ranger, Abn).

(4) Officer acquisition/professional development.

(5) Mandatory admin training (EO, safety, SAEDA, etc.).

(6) Civilian training (civilians, civilian institutions).

(7) Organizational Effectiveness Training (treated tangentially).
(8) Environmental training (Arctic, Jungle).

(9) Nuclear/CBR.

h. Topics for Next SAG. Topics for the next SAG (scheduled for
14 Feb 78) were approved as follows:

(1) Review Research Monographs.

(2) Army 85 Progress.

(3) Army Trainiog Study Outline.

(4) Excursion/Occasional Paper Outlines.

FOR THE DIRECTOR:

1 Incl DAVID A
1. Recap of ARTS SAG, COL, AD.
19 Dec 77 Deputy Director
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HEADOUARTERS
UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINZ COM’AAND

OFFICE OF THEL COMMANDING GENLRAL

FORT MONROZ, VIRGINIA 23851

ATCG 20 Decenbar 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR: NG SEIGLE
BG BROWN

SUBJECT: Recap of ARTS SAG 19 Dec

Following is a resume of what I said at the conclusion of the ARTS
SAG on 19 December, and constitutes guidance for the continuing study
effort.

a. Reference "critical issues" pages S3 and S4 of the SAG notebook:
(1) 1Issue: 'To determine the resources and training programs required

o
to achieve training proficiency within the current Army total Army individual
and collective training systen."

Guidance: For the purposes of this effort, "training proficiency”
should be defined as the highest we know can be achieved with any i
systen. It will be the "well trained unit" curves of Gorman's studies
on TQU, the tank, DRAGON and others. For uvnits--ARTEP criterion refcc—
enced goals still apply. For small units in battle rums, hitting all the
targets in the required timwme, with first rounds and no overkill, or soma
systerm as close to criterion referencing as we can get must be used for
the evaluation.

Priority: 1

) Issue: *'To develop suitable mz2z2sures of training proficiency and
riate standards of training readiness applicable to a readincss
ing systex."

Guidaace: The standards of trai

ng readiness we should se2k to
define are a corbhination ¢f the bk e

rerformance effectivenass curves that
can be achieved by all systeas h ' the unit. How to intezrate systems
curves into a single measure or ew mzasures is a problem to which tha
study group nmust address itself. We should not however try to relate to

oo

the AR 220-1 system, or one like it, for that system does not measure
training proficiency or readiness in a reazlistic, me2aningful way.
‘riority: 3
11-6
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ATCG : 20 Decermber 1977
SUBJECT: Recap of ARTS SAG 19 Dac

(3) 1Issue: "To develop a methodolozy which establishes the rclation-
ship between training programs and proficiency and combat effectiveness
for the current total army."

Guidance: OK; so long as no more than the current 80/20 percent ratio
is maintained between resources expended on defining the training program
to training proficiency relationship, and the training proficiency to combat
effectiveness relationship. The latter relationship is hard to define,
its measures will be subjective at best, and we should concentrate the
bulk of our resources on relationships for which we can collect and analyze
good data.

Priority: 6

(4) 1Issue: "To determine the optimum mix of individual training prograd
conducted in the training base and in the opasrating force.”

Cuidance: This effort should attempt to describe requirements for the
balance batween the two, recognizing that the ideal balance may not in fact
be the balance we are able to sustain given current resources and conflicts
in guidance from our many masters.

Priority: 4

(5) 1Issue: "To develop a coxmon costing program for training which
accurately addresses and interrelates both institutional and unit training
costs, (dollars, people and time)."

Guidance: Press on.

Priority: 2

(6) Issue: "To develop the training programs required to facilitate
the rapid, efficient, efiective transition of the current total army from
pzacetinez through sustaired wartinme overseas combat operations in conjunction
with allied forces." (Europe; Northeast Asia) i

Guidance: Modify methodology propos2d for analysis of this icsue to
focus on rezdiness for combat of: (1) denloved forces; (2) reinforcing
forces; (3) mobilized forces up to the limit of the 24 DFE. You will
therefore consider the training proficiency for the 0-30 day ferce package,
the 31-60 day force package, and the 60 day to the limit of the 24 DFL force
rackaze, instead of the "first,” "fifth" a2ad "fifteenth” battles proposed.
lise the current TPFDL.

Prioritv: 5
11-7
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ATCG 20 Decenber 1977
SUBJECT: Recap of ARTS SAG 19 Dec

(7) 1Issue: "To develop a policy/program "roadmap" to an effective,
efficient, and justifiable training system for the 1985 total Army."

Guidance: Block out such a road map in general terms; agree as betwaer v
Cenerals Brown and Seigle when that effort should be turned over to DCST ‘
and DCSCD for the TRADOC staff to pursue.

Priority: 7 "

(8) 1Issue: "To develop a rationale which articulates persuasively
the resource requirecents of the total Army '85 training systea to the
resource analyst, to the strategic planner, and to the concernad layman."

Guidance: Turn this over to the TRADOC staff. DCST and DCSCD bagin
irrmediately an analysis to describe the parameters of the 1985 period
battlefield with XM-1, IFV, AAH, and other systems coming on line, by or
at that time. Cannot describe training requirements with what is now
known about systems and oparational concepts for their employment. The
task is to set forth the operational concept, then describe the battle
in sufficient detail for training requirements to be derived,

Priority: For ARTS--stop; for DCST and DCSCD--1

(9) 1ssue: "To develop a training developmant program to ensure the
timely and effective assimilation of tha ccmplex weapons sys:tems anticipated
to be in.the total Army in 1985."

Guidance: Turn this over to the TRADOC staff. Guidance as with Issue
« at (8) above.

Priority: For the TRADOC staff--2 following after Issue at (8) above

b. Xear term rescurce problems: TRADOC's current dilemma with the
budget, especially the 1979 budget, must be dealt with off line froa the
ARTS. DCSRM, DCST, DCSCD and others will do this. ARTS need bz ianvolved
only to the extent that ARTS analyses must refer back to tha way things
are now, or are about to be, as a frame of reference. For exarple, should
we decide to turn all REP training over to the Guard and Reserves, then

ARTS analyses must take that into account in whatever coumparisens may be
drawn.

c. Systems orlentatlon versus M0S oricntatien for trainini progranm

an2lyses: In comsideration of training programs and their resources, “tha

11-8
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SUBJECT:

20 Dzcember 1977
Recap of ARTS SAG 19 Dec

study must include consideration of resources--required to impart basic
ron-systen related skills of soldiering which are part of both basic

and advanced individual training. These skills not only reguire resources
ir the training base, but in units as well, and their repatitive practice
to achieve/retain proficiency is an important part of training management
in both unit and institutional training.

d. Turbulence and its effect on training. No training system cazn be
eifective if we do not solve the turbulence problea-~from the faction of
the population that's improperly assigned by MILPERCEN at the outset, to
the numbers ripped off by commanders down to the battalion where the
soldier is eventually assigned. The Kalergis Study recousmended assignment
of an extra tank crewnman per tank in selected units. An evaluation progran
is in progress to determine the effect on units of adding the extra crew-
man. The rmeasure of effectiveness of this course of action is its effect
on crew stability. The fundamental question is one of how loag the crew
stays together as a crew. To the extent that the extra crewman contributes
to crews staying together, the idea of assigning the extra crewnman has
ARTS should followup on the evaluation of the extra crewman,
2nd in addition should measure the effects of turnover rates on crew
stebility in selected units.

e. Support to be provided by ARI. ARTS is to be provided substantial
support from ARI--especially in terms of defining learning and forgetting
curves, and related human factors analyses. Wnile this information is
badly needed, it represeats work that the human resources community should
have been doing for the last thirty years, but has not done. I therefore
question whether or not they can provide this kind of data to a satis-~
factory level of resolution in the time allowad.

f. Alternatives T.Ts. Discontinua consideration of a contract trainin
system by which AIT is funded out of P2--in effect the receiving command buy
the training it wants from the training base.

i
N
=D
G’t’;\P’\Rl
Copy furnished:
MG Merryman
I11-9
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HEADQUARTERS

UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND
OfFICE OF THE COMMANDING GENERAL

FORT MONROE, VIRGINIA 23651

ATCG 22 February 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: BG BROWN

SUBJECT: Recap of ARTS SAG, 14 February 1978

Following is guidance for the continuing study effort. My memorandum
of 20 December 1977 recapping decisions of the 19 December SAG meeting
remains in effect unless modified below:

a. Focus on critical issues 1 and 2. -

#1 - Develop the resources and training programs required to
achieve training proficiency within the current Total Army Individual
and Collective Training Systen.

#2 -~ Develop a common costing program for training which accurately
addresses and interrelates both institutional and unit training costs
(dollars, people and time).

Using current levels of institutional training as a given, concentratc
on the means to assure the mastery and maintenance of individual and collec-
tive skills (ARTEP and SM standards) in units. Means should include
techniques to insure the maximum feasible concurrence between training
for SM and ARTEP tasks and should also include frequency of training.

Use examination of active units to gain insights into rcserve component
unit problems. .

b. Address personnel turbulence as a fundamental issue. We must
quantify turbulence conditions in operating commands before we can begin
to explain its impact on training effectiveness. Report on progress at
the next SAG. :

c. Continue to work toward a 1985 training strategy to support the
military strategy articulated in the Consolidated Guidance Memorandum.
Address alternative concepts for RC and post mobilization training within
this training strategy framework. Do not further consider DPS 040 type

cuts.

11-10
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ATCG 22 February 1978
N SUBJECT: Recap of ARTS SAG, 14 February 1978
N .
N d. Try to focus on combat effectiveness by exercising BATTLE at Fort

Leavenworth and varying parameters that are sensitive to training proficiency,
: such as probability of hit, aim time and concealment. Similarly, CATTS
) . appears to be the best approach to measuring tactical readiness. Both
. BATTLE and CATTS/CAMMS offer the greatest potential for testing, since
[ many ‘training effects can be replicated to gather meaningful test samples.
£

STARRY

! Copy furnished:
) LTG Thurman
1 MG Seigle
I Each SAG Member
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADGUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT BELVQIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG=-ATS 26 May 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Summary of 18 April 1978, Study Advisory Group (SAG) Meeting,
Army Training Study. .

1. SAG III for the Army Training Study was conducted 18 April, 0900-1130
hours, at HQ TRADOC. 1Incl 1l contains a list of attendees.

2. Guidance for SAG II1I preparation was modified from the 22 February
1978 SAG 11 Memo (Incl 2) to the memorandums of 27 February 1978 (Incl 3)
and 22 March 1978 (Incl 4). This essentially focused study guidance on
the following critical issues:

a. Determine the resources and training programs required to achieve
training proficiency within the current Army individual and collective
training system.

b. Develop a common costing program for training which accurately
addresses and interrelates unit training costs ($/people/time).

ce Identify suitable measures of training proficiency and appropriate
standards of training readiness applicable to a readiness reporting
system.

3. The ARTS presentation (Incl 5) was directed primarily at the principal
features of the Battalion Training Model and an update on Training Effec-
tiveness Analysis for 1978 to include testing, management, and data col-
lection.

4. There was no TRADOC MFR published of SAG III. ARTS activities were
seen as proceeding in accordance with the guidance noted in paragraph 2
above; preparation for SAG IV was seen as a further update of the Battal-
ion Training Model to include model development, data collection, best

I1-12
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N ATCG-ATS 26 May 1978
N SUBJECT: Summary of 18 April 1978, Study Advisory Group (SAG) Meeting,
;‘z Army Training Study.
§

»

j3 battalion costing, optimal training program methodology, and battalion
éf training survey progress.

v FOR THE DIRECTOR:

h N
-

ot -

' O DAVID A GEL

COL, AD

o~ Deputy Director

N

ﬁf 5 Incl

v l. SAG II1 Attendees
4 2. 22 Feb 78 Memo

, 3. 27 Feb 78 Memo

g8 4., 22 Mar 78 Memo

o 5. SAG I1I Agenda
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PROSPECTIVE ARTSAG ATTENDEES

18 APR 78, 0900 - 1130

Group 1 - Principals:

COL DiCillo

COL Hufnagel

11-14

USMC LNO, TRADOC

ARTS

O
. ?!f“wvi"y"'

L
i

k‘g't.

GEN Starry Chairman
r

NAME REPRESENTING ’
LTG Baer DARCOM
MG Siegle DCST -
MG Williams DA DCSPER
BG Honeycutt FORSCOM
BG Brown ARTS
BG Creighton DA DCSOPS
BG Noah DCSRM
Mr. Allen COA
Mr. Gompf ASA (M&RA)
Mr. Hamilton DA PA&E
Mr. Lester DUSA (OR)
COL Coates NGB
COL Troeschel OCAR
Mr. Smith DCSCD
LTC Ferguson USAREUR

GROUP 2 -~ POCs:

NAME REPRESENTING

COL Burba ARTS

tﬁ;,




GROUP 2 POCs continued):

COL Miller
COL Motley
COL 0‘Connell
COL Sharpe
LTIC Bloedorn
LTC Caldwell
LTC Griffiths
LTC Fleming
LTC Sanders
LTC Stipe

LTC Westmoreland
MAJ Blodgett
MAJ Grube
MAJ Muir

MAJ Hallissey
MAJ Jackson

Mr. Kelly

FORSCOM
USAF LNO, TRADOC
DA DCSPER
DARCOM
ARTS

ARTS
TRADOC
NGB

OCAR

DA DCSOPS
DA PASE
ARTS
TRADOC
USAREUR
TRADOC
TRADOC

ARTS
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) HEADOUARTERS
308 UNITED STATES AHMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMIMAND
) OFFICE OF THE COMMANDING CENEAAL
O FORT MONHOE, VIRGINIA 23351
N
ATCG : 22 Fcbruary 1978
"'l
"
3
A
o NEHORANDUM FOX: EG BROWN
¥y
h, SUBJECT: Recap of ARTS SAG, 14 February 1978 ,
1;: -
e . .
] . o ! R . . .
2 . - | .
Following is guidance for the continuing study effort. My menor:mdun
.n of 20 December 1977 recapping decisions of the 19 December SAC meeting
- remains in effect unless modified below:
N . . : A
- a. Focus on critical issues 1 and 2. - —
’ £1 - Develop the resources and training programs required to
achieve training proficiency within the current Total Army Individual
. and Collective Training System. , -
'-,’5: . f#2 - Develop a common costing program for training which acéurat'cly
. addresses and interrelates both institutional and unit training costs
{ (dollars, people and time).
¥
:-: Using current levels of institutional training as a given, concentrate
-~ on the means to assure the mastery and maintenance of individual and collec-
v tive skills (ARTEP and SM standards) in units. Means should include
N techniques to insure the maximum feasible concurrence between training
for SM and ARTEP tasks and should also include frequency of training.
o« Use examination of active units to gain insights into resexve co-nponent
-~ unit problems. ) -
N . _ . .
< . .
oy b. Address personnel turbulence as a fundamental issue. We must
* quantify turbulence conditions in operating commands before we can begin
- to explain its impact on tr:uning effectiveness. Report on progress at
K the next SAG. ] . :
¥,
-r.‘ c. Continue to work toward a 1985 training strategy to support the -
" nilitary strategy articulated in the Consolidated Guidance lMemorandum.
A . - - I3 M . .
Address alternative concepts for RC and post mobilization training within
. this training strategy framework. Do not further considexr DPS 040 type
Fhe CUtS.
o
ﬂl
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¥
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ATCG . 22 February 1978
SUBJECT: Recap of ARTS SAG, 14 February 1978

d. Try to focus on combat effectiveness by exercising BATTLE at Fort
Leavenvorth and varying parameters that arc sensitive to training proficienc
such as probability of hit, aim time and concealment. Similarly, CATTS
appears to be the best approach to measuring tactical readiness. Both
DATTLE and CATTS/CAMMS offer the greatest potential for testing, since
many training effects can be replicated to gather meaningful test samples.
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ATCG 27 ¥February 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: BRIGADIER GENERAL BROWN, DIRECTOR OF THE ARMY TRAINING
STUDY

SUBJECT: Additional ARTS Guidance

1. References:

a. Memorandum, ATCG, Recap of ARTS SAG, 19 December, dated 20 December
1977.

b. Memorandum, ATCG, Recap of ARTS SAG, 14 February 1978, dated
22 FTebruary 1978.

c. Memorandum, ARTS, Results of 14 February Study Advisory Group Army
Training Study, dated 24 February 1978.

2. Reference a prioritized nine critical issues you presented at the first
SAG on 19 December. Reference b reiterated the original guidance aand {ocu
sed your attention on critical issues 1 and 2 which are:

#1 - develop the resources and training programs required to achici:
training proficiency within the current total Army Individual and Colle -
tive Training System.

#2 - develop a common costing program for training which accurately
addresses and interrelates both institutional and unit training costs
(dollars, people and time).

3 The purpose of this memorandum is to narrow the focus of ARTS on
specific areas of interest and to provided guidance in preparing for tie
next SAG, currently scheduled for 18 April 1978.

4 Your initial charter was exceptionally broad and challenging. 1In
these circumstances the staff effort you have devoted to training oo
graphs is understandable. It has served to educate your staff on ¢ 1.
ground of selected issues they face. But this does not change the f. t 1
the monographs are historical and descriptive, while our objectives r
analytical and prescriptive. It is high time to shift gears.

S Accordingly, do not use the mongraphs as a basis for elicitin
ions from commanders fn units or at TRADOC schools. Rather, 1¢; 0
as internal documents which have served their purpose. We do .t

1I-"9
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ATCG
SUBJECT: Additional ARTS Guidance

speculation; we need hard analysis on soecific EEA. In this regard,

you should stop using such terms as 'play books," subject to misinter-
pretation, and focus on what is required to make the Army Tralnxng System
work effectively. .

K 6. Your entire effort should be devoted to such analysis of evidence

: that can be derived from the analytic efforts of the several units and
TRADOC schools and analytical and test activities in Training Effective-
ness Analysis (TEA) 78.

7. What the Army needs is seund evidence concluded from solid analysis
of data and proposals that will enable it to define its training needs
more precisely and plausibly, and to relate these training needs to re-
sources. Your focus should be on units. You should attempt to develop
frequency of training criteria that are tied to resources and also to'
stated levels of readiness. Your priority should be to active units, not
because: they are more important but because we have better information on
resource - training proficiency relations in active units than we have
for Reserve Component units. Time permitting, you should attempt to des~
cribe plausible premobilization training strategies for Reserve Component
units that will permit them to minimize the time between mobilization and
deployment.

8. Specific questions on which your analysis should focus:

a. How caa the Army maximize the integration of collective and
individual training in units (to ARTEP and SN standards)?

b. How can the Army specify the frequency of training in ARTEP tasks?

¢. How can the Army relate training in ARTEP tasks (including enabling
individual tasks) to resources and to readiness? (What I have in mind here
is a resource - related hierarchy of training, including frequency of such
training, tied specifically to levels of readiness.) .

9. 1In analyzing the above questions, you should gather and asses: data on
the following:

a. Can we demonstrate the relationship between training frequency and
- training proficiency?

b. How does personhel turbulence affect training proficiency? Should
we attempt to attenuate personnel turbulence or accomodate to it?

1I-19
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se‘ 10 The SAG meeting scheduled for 18 April should be devoted to a des-
; cription of work in progress, problems and plans related to the above
,c;: specific issues.. .Subsequent to your return from Europe 1 would like to v
,::', meet with you to discuss the five excursions alluded to in reference b
igtf: . paragraph 1d(1), with specific emphasis on training base alternatives
5‘;.34 and application of study concepts to a division. This is on the pre- )
R sumption that with regard to the other three excursions set forth in -
reference ¢ guidance contained in this memorandum is sufficient. Should
1 that not be the case we can discuss the remaining three alternatives as
o well.
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o DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY .
b HEADOUARTZAS UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND

: FORT tAONROE, VIRGINIA 2365)

i . ATNG . ' i |22 Macch 1978

‘2: d . . . -

g - © . MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

‘;:‘E . . SUBJECT: Focus of Army Training AStudy (ARTS) Effort

v:: . .. . 7 .'.‘. '...' - . --

b2 1. Subsequent to the ARTS Study Advisory Group (SAG) meeting on 14 -
) . . February 1978, General Starry concluded that ARTS cannot reasonably be
w L expected with its small staff (twelve officers) to provide substantive,
> o analytic work across the entire broad area it is investigating duriag

0 the brief time remaining to it. He further concluded that, using the
0 useful model and other work it has already accomplished, ARTS has a
,,_' s0lid basis for focusing on the key set of problems which must be un-
15 ravelled first if the Army is to be able to determine what training is
199 necessary and secure adequate resources to support such training. This
' : is the problem of relating the number of tasks (both individual and

collective) that units must master, the necessary frequency of tralnmg

" to maintain competence, and the resources required.

an . .
R o 2. Accordingly, Director, ARTS was directed ‘on 13 Harch 1978 to focus
g his remaining effort on this set of tasks. Although he will concentrate
on Active Army units because of data availability and remaining time,
;;;} the £indings from this effort should inform future work on Reserve

H ' Component training—which poses an even more difficult set of issues—
o and on training conducted by TRADOC. This directive affirms the interi
‘& ‘ ARTS finding that training base optimization must proceed from an opti-|
4 . mization of tasks and resources for units; it canuot precede it. -
Y : : :
o8 -
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R Major Cener:

Y - Deputy Chidr of Staff

',: . for Training
,:g DISTRIBUTION: ' -
N Each ARTS SAG Member - :

- Director, ARTS .
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PROPOSED AGENDA FOR ARTS STUDY ADVISORY GROUP

B (18 APR 78, 0900-1130)

ﬁﬂﬁ* I. Introduction BG Brown 05 min
4 I1. Battalion Training Model COL Burba 40 min
SAG Guidance

' Expressed & Implied Tasks

P2 Mission Model Capabili-
ties

o
}{Et Battalion Training Model
"?'9 (BTM)

Ny
ix = Scope
1 - Major Assumptions
- Description

Data Collection
l::; Challenges

:‘P
Vigm BTM Summary
J I1I. TEA 78 Overview LTC Bloedorn 20 min

Testing

iq“ :
Ky Management System
Data Use
e Data Gaps
Pt Break 15 min

- - IV. Discussion 70 min
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUOY
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG-ATS 12 June 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Summary of 31 May 1978 Study Advisory Group (SAG) Meeting,
Army Training Study

1. SAG IV for the Army Training Study was conducted 31 May 1978, 0900-
1200 hours, at HQ TRADOC. 1Incl ]l contains a list of attendees.

2. The ARTS presentation (Incl 2) was directed primarily at an update
of progress made on the Battalion Training Model to include model devel-
opment, data collection methodology, costing, first generation training
program methodology and selected, preliminary battalion training survey
results.

3. There was no TRADOC MFR published of SAG IV. ARTS activities were
seen as consistent with previous SAG guidance. Preparations for the
last SAG, 8 August, were seen as focusing on conclusions, recommenda-
tions and observations of the study to include distribution of an ARTS
Report and Data Book.

FOR THE DIRECTOR:

2 Incl DAVID A{/HUFNAGEL
as COL, AD
Deputy Director




PROSPECTIVE ARTSAG ATTENDEES

31 MAY 78, 0900 - 1200

Group 1 - Principals:

GEN Starry
Name

MG Haldane

MG Siegle

Mr. Blanchard

BG Sweéé

BG Jenes

BG Brown

BG Creighton
Mr. Gompf

Mr. Hamilton
Mr. lester
COL Pokorny
COL Redding
COL Troeschel
Mr. McCauley
LTC Blevins

MAJ Muir

Group 2 - POCs:

.
g0 RS

Name
COL Burba
COL Clark

COL Hufnagel

Chairman
REPRESENTING
FORSCOM
DCST
DARCOM

DA DCSPER

Long=-Range Training
Base Study

ARTS

DA DCSOPS
ASA (M&RA)
DA PASE
DUSA (OR)
DCSCD
DCSRM
OCAR

COA

NGB

USAREUR

REPRESENTING
ARTS
TRADOC

ARTS
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GROUP 2 - (continued)

COL Miller

COL Nerone

COL Sharpe

LTC Alley

LTC Richter

LTC Sanders

LTC Westmoreland
MAJ Bluhm

MAJ Hallissey
Mr. Farmer

Mr. Kaplan

Mr. Lynch
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FORSCOM
TRADOC
DARCOM
DA DCSPER
DA DCSOPS
OCAR

DA PASE
ATB
TRADOC
TRADOC

ARTS Contractor
(Actuarial Research Corp)
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b PROPOSED AGENDA FOR ARTS STUDY ADVISORY GROUP

(31 MAY 78, 0900-1200)

' I. INTRODUCTION AND ARTS PRODUCTS BG BROWN 15 MIN

x
ol

X II. BATTALION TRAINING MODEL COL BURBA 45 MIN

MODEL DEVELOPMENT PROGRESS

”
-

:::.‘ DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY

-
G
-

"BEST" BATTALION COSTING PROGRESS

-
-

¥ BATTALION TRAINING SURVEY PROGRESS

FIRST GENERATION TRAINING PROGRAM
y METHODOLOGY

SUMMARY

Ly
* BREAK 15 MIN

III. DISCUSSION 105 MIN
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG-ATS 8 August 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Summary of 8 August 1978 Study Advisory Group (SAG) Meeting,
Army Training Study

1. The final SAG for the Army Training Stud; was conducted 8 August 1978,
0900-1200 hours, at HQ TRADOC. 1Inclosure 1 contains a list of attendees.

2. The ARTS presentation followed the agenda at Inclosure 2 and was di-
rected primarily at study group conclusions (Inclosure 3) and recommenda-
tions (Inclosure 4) contained in the draft ARTS Final Report Summary
volume. These conclusions and recommendations require staffing within
TRADOC before transmittal to DA for further staffing and CSA approval,

3. Inclosure 5 contains SAG approved study group recommendations concern-
ing BTM, TEA, and liaison follow-on activities. The SAG also noted the
dual ARTS organization to implement milestones after 8 August (Inclosure
6); these milestones are directed at two major activities: coordination
of the final study report and continued BTM development.

4

FOR THE DIRECTOR:

6 Incl DAVID A. @PFNAGEL
1. SAG V Attendees COL, AD
2. SAG V Agenda Deputy Director

3. ARTS Conclusions

4, ARTS Recommendations

5., ARTS Follow-on Activities
6. ARTS Follow-on Milestones

11-27
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i 8 AUGUST 1978, 0900-1200

¢

: .
"EJ GROUP 1 - Principals:
. 4

W
v GEN Starry ' Chairman

)
g LTG(P) Shoemaker FORSCOM "
oY | - A
o NAME REPRESENTING
i t
f:‘n,l' :
i LIG Baer DARCOM 4
RO ' "MG Faith DA DCSOPS
o MG Seigle : DCST
:’0.:"
PO Mr. Goode TRASANA
j» BG Homeycutt _ FORSCOM
R ] BG Williamson USAREUR
R
Hets BG Brown ARTS
A .
o BG Woodmansee DCSCD
» t:
i
:: BG Noah .. DCSRM
f:’:’i,
D) Mr. Allen COA .
o
:3 Mr. Compf ' ASA (MSRA)
!‘ ¥ i . '
-,; %’ Mr. Hamilton DA PASE
";'Q. :

Mr. Lester DUSA (OR)

2
2034 COL Acree NGB
358
. COL Greynolds DA DCSPER
!"sl.-
i COL Harrington ATB
19H% ’ ' A
", )i COL Lumpkins OCAR ‘
b !
ol :
e i
g .
5&:}‘ .
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GROUP 2 - POCs:

NAME REPRESENTING.
COL Burba ARTS
COL Hufnagel ARTS
COL Miller FORSCOM
COL Rabin TRASANA
COL Sharpe DARCOM
LTC Alley DA DCSPER
LIC Bloedorn ARTS
LTC Hatcher ARTS
LTIC Fleming KGB
LTC Richter DA DCSOPS
LTC Sanders OCAR
LTC Sobieski ARTS
LIC Stone ARTS
LTC Zielenski ARTS
MAJ Blodgett ARTS
MAJ Clements ATB
MAJ Gillespie ARTS
CPT Johnson ARTS
Ms. Brown ARTS
Mr. Farmer TRADOC

Mr. Kaplan ARTS Contractor
(Actuarial Research
Corp)

Mr. Kelly ARTS

l“ 11’29
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ARMY TRAINING STUDY
STUDY ADVISORY GROUP
8 AUGUST 1978

BRIEFING OUTLINE

Mission/Guidance BGC Browun

Summary of Actions Completed (General) BG Brown
Final Report Summary
Data Book
BTH
TEA -
Concepts

Battalion Training Model (BTM) COL Burba
BTM Development
Data Sources
Training Program Formulation
Program Analysis
Tentative Results and Conclusions
Follow-on Actions
Recommendations

Training Effectiveness Analysis (TEA) LTC Blocdord
Purpose
Scope
Conclusions
Recommendations

ARTS Wrap-up COL HufnageX
Initfal Distribution of Report
Follow-on Actions

Conclusions and Recommendations BG Brown

Discussion GEN Starry

11-30
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?, ’ CONCLUSION

e

- ' VIEW TRAINING AS A TOTAL SYSTEM

ai: ’ . . .

gy - - AN ARMY READINESS TRAINING SYSTEM

':;: . .

" RN ) INCLUDING:

e

o > STANDARD OF EXCELLENCE. 957 COMBAT READY VERIFIED BY

) .

0

o EXTERNAL TEST

ij * TRAINING EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS (TEA). PROVIDING OBJECTIVE
s . ~

o INFORMATION NEEDED TO ENSURE SYSTEM EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENESS
i

B ° DESCRIPTIVE TRAINING PROGRAMS. BTM-DESIGNED, TEA-

0'. '

(

:::! SUPPORTED — UNIT CAN ATTAIN 95% ARTEP/SM STANDARD OF

|l|9

RY COMBAT READY

J

4' o .

§=,.‘ * PRESCRIPTIVE TRAINING RESOURCE MODEL-BATTALION TRAINING

~ .

4

" MODEL. BTM CAN USE TEA DATA TO PRESCRIBE RESOURCES REQUIRED

,}1' .

o TO DEVELOP COMBAT READINESS ON DESCRIPTIVE TRAINING PROGRAMS |

;'

" . o

’.‘j | * PRESCRIPTIVE COSTING METRODOLOGY. A UNIFORM APPROACH AND |
()

N -

S . DATA TRAIL IS NEEDED TO ENSURE COMPARABILITY OF RESOURCE

- .

- VALUE ACROSS TRAINING SYSTEM

l’ y

0

g
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NINE KEY RECOMMENDATONS

® ADOPT ARTS MODEL AS CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF ARMY READINESS

iy TRAINING SYSTEM.

\ * ESTABLISH 957 AS SOLE ARMY STANDARD OF "COMBAT READY"™ WITH

A .
;::'\, TRAINING READINESS VERIFIED BY CREDIBLE EXTERNAL EVALUATION.

* IMPLEMENT TEA 79 AND TEA "85 PROGRAMS COMPLETE WITH DATA -

BASE.

£,
A\
A
xg * CONTINUE DEVELOPMENT OF PROTOTYPE BTM. EXPAND TO OTHER
.'5_;‘3
L BATTALION LEVEL PROGRAMS.
kLY | . |
ot . * IMPLEMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS USING BATTLE/TRAINING DRILLS
[ . :
U620
L COMPLETE WITH "HOW TO TRAIN" GUIDANCE PROVIDED BY TRADOC.
:0.; ) .
g ! * CONTINUZ DEVELOPMENT OF ARTS COSTING METHODOLOGY AS BASIS
t-:g.o FOR DEVELOPMENT OF .UNIFORM ARMY COSTING METRODOLOGY-
5 . L] .
;2;" * VALIDATE OFFICER AND NCO PROFICIENCY OX INDIVIDUAL/COLLECTIVE
Bl
e TASKS THEY MUST TRAIN AND SUPERVISE. .
O
T.E? ‘ : * PROVIDE BTM - JUSTIFIED RESOURCES (PEOPLE, DOLLARS, TIME) IN
1‘ﬂ.| . . -
,:E::, BALANCE TO ENSURE GREATEST TRAINING BENEFIT FROM EACH —
20‘.;1
! : SEPARATELY AND IN COMBINATION.
P -
o * SET MANAGERIAL GOALS FOR PERSONNEL CONDITIONS (TURBULENCE,
A .
| OFFICER/NCO FILL, PERCENTAGE NOT PRESENT FOR TRAINING) WHICH
e BTM ANALYSIS HAS SHOWN TO BE TRAINING READINESS SENSITIVE.
;,;:” ~
il
‘f::i:
"l.;('; II-32
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1.

A.

B.

RECOMMENDATIONS

BATTALION TRAINING MODEL

CONTINUE MODEL DEVELOPMENT IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

TRAINING AREA/FACILITY AVAILABILITY
REFINE EQUIPMENT AVAILABILITY
TRAINING PROGRAMS ALL ON LINE
"SCRUB" ENTIRE MODEL

OTHER TYPE BATTALIONS

CONDUCT PROGRAM ANALYSIS IN THE FOLLOWING AREAS:

1)

(2)
(3)
(4)

MENTAL CATEGORY IIIA, IIIB, AND IV IMPACT ON
READINESS

REDUCTION OF TRAINING BASE; IMPACT ON READINESS
READINESS AS FUNCTION OF REDUCED DOLLARS

EQUIPMENT FILL/AVAILABILITY VS READINESS

11-33




2. TRAINING EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS
A. CONTINUE TO DEVELOP AND USE DATA BASE IN SUPPORT OF BTM

B. CONTINUE TO CONDUCT TEA “79 ONGOING TESTS WITH SYSTEM

WORK TEAMS AND DIVISION WORK TEAMS UNTIL 1 OCTOBER 1979

3. ARTS LIAISON ACTIVITIES

CONTINUE DIRECT LIAISON WITH HQDA, MACOMS, AND CONSULTANT
GROUP AGENCIES IN ORDER TO CLARIFY ANY QUESTIONS WHICH

ARISE AS A RESULT OF INITIAL/FINAL DISTRIBUTION OF THE REPORT.

11-34
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P CHAPTER III

‘ STUDY GROUP ORJENTATION SESSIONS

W) 1. Initial orientations for the ARTS Group were conducted during the
period 25 to 29 October and included the following speakers:

3 i . : NAME AGENCY

"I ' LTG Meyer DA DCSOPS
MG Hunt DARCOM
o
; MG Otis CACDA
MG Menetrey CATRADA
%, MG Seigle TRADOC DCST
E MG Harrison RETO Study
E BC Brown ARTS

BG Noah TRADOC DCSRM
K ' COL Donovan DA PALE
R COL Hart ™1
Mr. Haggard AR

2. This chapter contains a summsry of remarks made during the orientation
sessions.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 4

SUBJECT: Initial Orientation of Army Training Study Group

Initial orientation for the ARTS Group was conducted 25 to 29 October
1977 at Fort Belvoir; major observations, guidance, and discussion
points are summarized below:
1. LTG Meyer, DA DCSOPS.
a. Why ARTS:
(1) Optimize use of complex equipment.
(2) Need to properly train AC/RC under peacetime/wartime conditions.
(3) Better management of time and resources.
b. Major effort will be to articulate how readiness is related to the
training dollar. Many grass root actions have been accomplished in this

area, but the study needs to pull them together.

c. Four specific areas of interest:

(1) Near-term versus long-term.

(a) Hopefully, our current training program makes sense. If
so, make any necessary adjustment; if not; call a spade a spade.

(b) Address the 1985 time period; SSI '85 Environment effort
should help.

(2) High - low mix. The problem of maintaining proficiency and
training on more sophisticated equipment in Europe than CONUS; also
includes Europe/CONUS force imbalance for certain weapons.

(3) Transition from peacetime to wartime. We must look beyond the

ITI-2

Iy PN A I AR D A N ; e M A AN RN SR
R R A O R e e e e o A A O O O O A O DA A




BN EE T T W TR THE U UOWE WaTTR g iog vy v oW T Ty venrt wy Wy W wrrme gy
Dadiad Al Snd B b 4 mou B) sed s i mia ol oia sad adaad il ek ia-ia. me goo . 2l oy a |

ATCG-ATS 13 December 1978
SUBJECT: Initial Orientation of Army Training Study Group

first battle and be able to make the necessary transition to war without
upsetting the training base.

. (4) Active and Reserve Components. What is the maximum level of
- peacetime training that can be expected of RC? Company? A mutual under-
standing is needed between AC and RC concerning the training objectives
which are realistically attainable by RC,

* d. Recognize the improvements in force readiness at the expense of
unit readiness and its corresponding impact on reducing the amount of
equipment in CONUS available for AC/RC training.

2. MG Hunt, DARCOM.

a. Troops want to be challenged; they want to feel confident that
the training program and equipment they have are the best. The Marines
offer a good example,

b. Our training system must, in fact, be a formalized system; i.e.,
like the logistics and personnel systems. Training must be task-oriented,
performed to standards, and multilevel in nature.

¢, More field evaluation is need®d of our training programs. Focus
of past efforts has been on individual vice unit training.

d. The educational level of the soldier is not improving while the
complexity of the weapons with which he must train is increasing. This
presents a major challenge to the training manager. The central problem
of training 1s not learning, but the management of learning.

e. Eighty percent of learning is by sight (TEC and ITDT take advantage
of this).

f. Training should focus on the crew rather than the individual due
to personnel turbulence, variety of makes/models of equipment, and the
many interdependent skills required to operate complex weapons.

g. The Army should set a goal concerning the size of the training
- base, i.e., about 8-10 percent of the force,

h. Extension training courses should be geared to learning tasks
which are not being done well in the field.

i. Solution to postmobilization training lies in proper utilization
of Training Divisions and USAR Schools.

A I11-3
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ATCG=-ATS 13 December 1977
SUBJECT: 1Initial Orientation of Army Training Study Group

j. SQT and ARTEP are umpire rich; problem is standardizing the umpire
to get better objectivity.

k. Instructional efficiency = task/time to teach. We should freeze
the numerator or standard and vary the denominator based on student capa-

1. Why do officers require troops to produce on tests like the SQT
but we do not tests ourselves?

m. Equipment must be designed with the man-machine interface in mind.
This includes the availability of proper maintenance tools and documents.

n. The Soviets don’t train much on their own equipment; training devices,
simulators, and equipment pools should be considered, but remember that
simulators, etc., also require maintenance.

3. MG Otis, CACDA.

a. Someone needs to be looking at the sum total of all training re-
quirements when they hit us in 1985-1986. Example cited included the
large number of computer systems (50) entering the Army by 1984 and the
complexity of programmed weapons systems.

b. Training should be a separate line item in the budget.

c. Two major training problems:

(1) Turbulence (more important to unit effectiveness than training).

(2) Lack of authorization for what is perceived as required support
levels.

4. MG Menetrey, CATRADA.

a. Combined arms doctrine is essentially based on brigade level and
higher vhereas unit training programs and resources focus on the battal-
ion.

b. Use of battle simulation techniques are good training tools, but
they have not been successful for evaluation purposes due to questionable

validity of input data and basis of standard used. They can be used in a
comparative manner.

¢+ ARTEP is the best unit training program available today, but it

111-4
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SUBJECT: Initial Orientation of Army Training Study Group

is not precise enough for an evaluation tool except when combined with the
commander’s judgment.

S. MG Seigle, TRADOC DCST.

a. The study’s major challenge is to determine what is required to
train to competence, and then to do it at least cost.

b. While it now may not be politically opportune for reductions of
the military force structure, we can expect close scrutiny of the training
base. It 18 not just a case of having training efficiency, but one of
training effectiveness as well, which, in turn, must be quantified.

c+ In addressing the study objectives, the primary effort should be to
provide insights and a road map (rather than specific answers) of what
has to be done.

d. The soldier’s manual and ARTEP provide the basis for individual
and collective training respectively, and they should be your anchor
points.

6. MG Harrison, Review of Education and Training of Officers.

a. RETO will determine officer training and education requirements
to meet Army mission needs as well as individual career development needs.
Policies and programs, as well as a plan for implementation within a con-
strained resource environment, will be developed.

b. RETO milestones lead to integration of initial major study findings
into the FY 80-84 Army Program.

c. Two major data collection efforts are proceeding simultaneously:

(1) A survey mailed to more than 16,000 officers and warrant
officers to determine what the officer corps believes is necessary and
expects in education and training.

(2) A detailed analysis by proponents of each OPMS specialty to
determine requirements by position and type, duty modules applicable to
each position, best methods for acquiring performance skills for each
duty module, and a number of other items.

d. Similar efforts (survey and position analysis) will be under-

taken for non-OPMS specialties with primary focus on military training
and education.

111-5
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, SUBJECT: Initial Orientation of Army Training Study Group
‘\9

o e. One of the biggest issues facing the study group is finding a

> system that lets one know when an officer is qualified for his job.

"

‘, f. The value of organizational effectiveness was stressed and use 4
zf of General Officer brainstorming sessions was encouraged. ﬂ
N
T:: 7. BG Brown, Director ARTS. 1
R .
r

- a. Keep focus on study objectives and Army of the 80's, -
Y b. Ensure training programs are compatible with new equipment.
&
.’j c. Visualize our strategy as designing for 5th battle (D60-90); up-

'{ grading for first battle; attenuating for 15th battle (D greater 180).

&

= d. Training policies must support rapid transition of a peacetine

Kr cost-effective Army to wartime conditions. Who takes over a high-quali:y

e cost-effective training base if mobilization is necessary?

)
g' e. How should training readiness be measured? What is analogous to
A the ARTEP as the SQT is to the soldier's manual? EDRE? ORI? TAC EVAL?

v f. The major modern battlefield_challenge is to accomplish tasks

R 95 percent correctly; this is critical when outnumbered.

vl

.i g. The design capability of weapons systems must be considered in

b conjunction with training programs, NCO loss, available training time,

,! etc., What is the corresponding impact on combat effectiveness and what

:: models (OMNIBUS?) are available to make the link?

g

¥ h. Troops expect that they will have sufficient resources to train

:{ properly due to recent focus on training developments. Thus, the issue

H of quality versus quantity is important to the study.

{!

i, A well-trained, educated, self-disciplined soldier is crucial j

?Z to the success of the first battle; he will take the initiative on his own
‘: to overcome challenges and be a winner, What training programs are )
w2 necessary to develop and maintain self-discipline and to capitalize .
; on our strong points?
;ﬁ' J+» Do we need better management training programs so our leaders

g can optimize use of resources for training and demonstrate professional
eg competence? Coordinate this effort with Harrison Study.
[V, Y
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ATCG-ATS 13 December 1977
SUBJECT: Initial Orientation of Army Training Study Group

ke Tactical readiness and simulation exercises (CAMMS/Dunn-Kempf/TEWT)
are available tools for interoperability training and for improving the
training of our leaders without using valuable troop time. They can also
assist in bridging training proficiency and combat effectiveness.

1. The concept of Battalion Field Training Days may offer the link
between training resources and programs (SQT, ARTEP). Training readiness
must be tied to a corresponding level of resources.

m. Think Total Army throughout the study. This is applicable to
tactical, administrative, and management training programs.

8. BG Noah, TRADOC DCSRM.

a. The ability of the Army to successfully defend its need for
various new weapons systems is in part due to the availability of good 1
cost-effective, analytical data. Similarly, our training programs must i
be supported by a cost-training-effectiveness analysis. In order to do
this, training programs and training readinesss will likely have to be |
quantified.

b. Congress and OMB will be looking harder at Army training base
costs (i.e., OMB issue 17) particularly since we generally do not look as
favorable as other Services (such as student/instructor ratios). Unless
we defend the best institutional/force training mix with hard analytical
data, OMB proposals of base closures, 20 percent cuts across-the-train-
ing-board, 25 percent BCT reductions, reduction or elimination of special-
ized skill training, consolidation of helicopter training, and reduction
of officer professional development training by up to 75 percent could
materialize. TRADOC has made progress in this area (OSUT, self-pace
and exportable training, correspondence courses, ATB consolidation), but
much work remains to be done. We should also see how the other Services
conduct their training to get ideas on this important issue. It may be
that part of the problem is that there should be common costing procedures
established within DOD.

9. COL Donovan, DA PASE.

a. Be aware of sub-optimization--trying to turn out the best pos-
sible product from the institution to the field; this drives the training
base. Critics will charge that people today are in the force longer and
this gives them more time to improve in effectiveness. Should AIT be
conducted in units when obtaining skills in the civilian community are
costly? 1f a certain type of training is vital to force effectiveness,
are there trade-offs within the training base to accommodate this train-
ing?

» I111-7
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’ SUBJECT: 1Initial Orientation of Army Training Study Group
oy :
Sijg b. Recognize that in improving force readiness, there may be degra-
§§;» dations to unit readiness, i.e., equipment shortfalls which in turn influ-
At ence training readiness.
3
J?%‘ c. Should Active and Reserve Components have the same training 24
}Jﬂ standards? 1Is it feasible to have different peacetime training standards e
Bﬁ‘ but the same deployment standards? Can RC combat units realistically
%ﬁﬂ deploy as battalions, or should their training be geared to lower organi-
" zational levels? )
At d. Does the impact of 90,000 women in the Army on training readiness
‘}h' require modification of our training programs?
'%ﬁE 10. COL Hart, Training Development Institute.
Lk
1 a. Many NCOs trained in the new job-focused NCO courses are frus-
:ﬁ" trated when they confront officers who do not understand SQT/ARTEP-based
35\ training.
g
j‘ b. Current training programs focus too much on Active Components
,!*A rather than on RC and postmobilization training; the latter two are
difficult to tackle.
uﬁ% c. Look at the Soviet total training package for ideas; they have
:?ﬁ excellent examples.
s , 11. Mr. Donald Haggard, ARI (Learning Curves).
J _
yﬁ; a. Commonality (taxonomy) of tasks cannot be shown by learning
3?& curves; different tasks have different curves. Curves escablished
gﬁg today change tomorrow due to improved or changed training conditions.
e
il
e b. Skills lost quickly include complex verbal and procedural, and
fine precision. Skills easily retained include simple motor and verbal.
*Qh We need to identify that type of learning which decays slowly versus that
e which is lost quickly. This is important for new, sophisticated equip-
e ment,
:’il'
c. Major problems
if: (1) Of all the thousands of tasks to be performed, which ones are
o considered critical to measure?
o
g- (2) What is the period of refresher training for long-term
G learning?
o
::.‘?‘ 111-8
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SUBJECT: Initial Orientation of Army Training Study Group

(3) Training conditions vary and generally are not predictable,
thus forcing a diagnostic approach (vice cyclic) to training.

(4) High support costs.

d. Current SQTs generally measure skills which are not lost rapidly
viée ARTEP and crew skills which show faster decay.

FOR THE DIRECTOR:

DAVID A. NAGEL
CoL, AD
Deputy Director
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R A A R R R s o SR 8



O T N O G TV P O PO T O VO T T I I T O T PO YO T T P badal el Bob S0 anb a2 Aol o A4 Bod At 2.2 4 |

CHAPTER 1V

SENIOR OFFICER SEMINARS

l. Senior Officer Seminars for the ARTS Group were conducted during the
period 27 October 1977 to 11 May 1978 and included the following speakers:

NAME DATE PAGE

LTG E. C. Meyer (See Chapter III) 27 Oct 77 I11-2

GEN B. C. Clarke, USA Ret 30 Nov 77 1V=2

GEN H. K. Johnson, USA Ret 3 Jan 78 1V-6

GEN A. P. 0’Meara, USA Ret 23 Jan 78 1v-9
GEN B. Palmer, USA Ret 25 Jan 78 Iv-14

GEN F. J. Kroesen 24 Feb 78 IVv-19
GEN G. S. Blanchard 28 Feb 78 Iv-23

GEN W. E. DePuy, USA Ret 13 Mar 78 Iv-26
; MG H. Mohr © 20 Mar 78 1v-30
LTG A. S. Collins, USA Ret 22 Mar 78 IV-35

i GEN J. R. Guthrie 4 Apr 78 Iv-38
t GEN D. A. Starry 11 May 78 IV-41

2. This chapter contains a summary of remarks made by each of the senior
officers.

Shat e e g g g T
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG=ATS 7 December 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Conference with GEN Bruce C. Clarke, USA, Ret., 30 November 1977

1. GEN Clarke made the following points during his discussion with the
study group:

a. Starting with general officers, leaders should be exposed to
ARTS. Commanders are interested in things they understand.

b. Teams, both combat and staff, help to win wars. Training, police
call, and details should be done by teams. Team leaders (squad leaders,
platoon leaders) should handle minor discipline.

c. Teams are different. Troops, even though school trained, must
learn to serve on a particular (i.e., Brown’s, Clarke’s) team.

d. Motivation is a key. If troops have a sense of urgency, training
time can be cut.

e. The MVA soldier has the lowest level of boredom of any soldier
he has observed in 50 years.

f. Critique is important--let leaders command their units; then
critique them so that they can understand.

g+ Motivate the lower third of the troops.

h. Compete against standards, not unit against unit--reward those
vho show outstanding progress.

i. To replace losses sustained during first week of combat in
Germany, CONUS divisions will have to be broken up.

j. Fifteen hours of training a week is sufficient to keep a unit at
the proper state of readiness.

1v=-2
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SUBJECT: Conference with GEN Bruce C. Clarke, USA, Ret., 30 November 1977

k. Use of movable weekends enables units to use training areas seven
days a week.

1. Throughout history, surprise attacks have taken place on weekends.

m. Integrity--50 percent of officers joining the Army come from schools
where no honor system exists,

n. Underwrite mistakes.
o. Techniques of leadership:

(1) staff officers are assistant coaches - they help produce
teams.

(2) The IG should tell the commander what is happening.

(3) Whenever time is available, soldiers should be told
why an order is important.

(4) Avoid procrastination; papers should not be held in
baskets since an officer is no smarter after two weeks
of waiting.
(5) Praise is important.
p. Compartments--the Gl, G2, G3, G4 staff system contains too many
compartments for a modern army--staff officers just write notes to one

another.

q. Special Staff officers should not be farmed out to General Staff
officers.

r. Inspections--learn before you inspect. Look at a few points each
time.

s. Many people can be aggressive when not inhibited by experience or
responsibility.

t. The only war that can be won in the future is the war which is
deterred.

1v-3
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ATCG-ATS 7 December 1977 ‘
SUBJECT: Conference with GEN C. Clarke, USA, Ret., 30 November 1977 ‘

2. GEN Clarke briefly discussed the inclosure which outlines leadership
techniques used by outstanding commanders.

(08 .

1 Incl THOMAS R. STONE )
as LTC, FA

]

>

V=4




b die il dandhamad el Sl e hadnadie aeadhe g dd s dh e den i o A o b Baa A A ok Ao b e g A

THE TECHNIQUES OF THOSE WHO HAVE BEEN

OUTSTANDING COMMANDERS

They were practical planners.

They issued good, timely, and adequate directives that not only could
be understood but that could not be misunderstood.

They adequately coached their staffs and subordinates in how to play
on their teams.

They were good and comstant observers of situations and results.
They critiqued their staffs and subordinates periodically; pointing
out the good and the not-so-good actions, and giving more coaching

wvhen needed.

They were able to motivate their people to carry out well their in-
structions and duties.

They were skilled in performing these techniques effectively.
They did not procrastinate.

They did not fail to recognize outstanding results produced by their
subordinates and to publicize them as appropriate.

They kept this card on their desks, read it often and followed it:

AN ORGANIZATION DOES WELL ONLY

THOSE THINGS THE BOSS CHECKS

= GENERAL BRUCE C. CLARKE

1v-5
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT SELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG-ATS . 4 January 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Conference with GEN Harold K. Johnson, USA, Ret., 3 January 1978

General Johnson made the following points:

1. In everything we do in the Army we need to deal with people. The
finest theoretical solutions in the world won’t work if people can’t
understand them or don’t believe in them.

2. He related his experiences in moving a battalion to Korea during the
ware.

a. Fillers had 8 weeks of individual training and no unit training.
b. His unit took relatively high casualties but never ''broke."

General Johnson attributed this to the fact that he had good key NCOs and
had stabilized his officers.

3. leaders who are determined to succeed are the key to unit success.

4. He discussed a historical example of the lst Cav Div deployment to
RVN.

a. CONARC and the Division Commander did not believe the unit was
ready; it needed more training, repair parts, etc.

b. General Johnson convinced the Division CG that they could be ready
if he (CG) set the attitude. Soon after arrival in RVN, two helicopter
companies of the Cav extracted a unit of the 10lst which was in trouble
and the "success mold" was set. Confidence is an important ingredient of
performance.

5. Personal perspective: The Army is a great reservoir of individual
skills, rather than units. Skills can be put together to get any jodb
done. He remarked that this philosophy was not universally accepted.
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ATCG=-ATS 4 January 1978
SUBJECT: Conference with GEN Harold K. Johnson, USA, Ret., 3 January 1978

6. Turbulence in the Army is a fact of life -~ stabilization is not. We
can stabilize certain people (officers and key NCOs) who make the unit
"go" without hurting their professional development. At some point we
have to ask officers/NCOs what they will do for the Army rather than to
expect what the Army will give to them, {.e., civilian schooling, War
College, etc.

7. Training management has not been emphasized. Soldiers have plenty of
time to train, but leaders do not know how to use their time or they are
tied up with other duties.

8. The study must address how much time is taken up by nontraining post
support. There are certain standards of unit and installation house-
keeping that are the enemies of training.

9. Combat effectiveness is very subjective; it can be the look in a man’s
eye. It might be measured by general demeanor, discipline (neat/clean
soldiers) and maintenance of weapons.

10. Standards must be established and maintained.

a. Standards of weapons system maintenance.

b. Standards of unit housekeeping (training detractors).

c. Standards of installation housekeeping (training detractors).
d. Standards of individual proficiency.

e. Standards of team proficiency.

f. Standards of unit proficiency.

11. ARTS is definitely needed, but it may have a hard time communicating
because it uses complicated terms.

12. A trained, combat ready unit 18 like a hearty soup. The beans are
there -- men; the equipment is on hand -- tomatoes; ammunition and POL
have been provided for -- potatoes; prescribed training has been com-
pleted, presumably successfully -- seasoning; and then the touch of the
cook -- a dash of wine, perhaps --leadership. Clearly not all inclusive,
but it conveys the idea.

13. It is imperative to establish the highest practical level of Reserve
Component (RC) training that can be expected in peacetime--this is
probably company level for Infantry units but it might be only platoon
level. Some training of battalion, brigade, and division staffs can be
accomplished separately from training involving the men in the unit.

Iv=-7
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) SUBJECT: Conference with GEN Harold K. Johnson, USA, Ret., 3 Jaunuary 1978
7‘ .'
'h*'\'l
{f But no RC unit can be expected to mobilize and move out without a sound
ol training program.
1
L 14. All of the Services will continue to be confronted with budget con-
e straints. ARTS is a part of how to beat the constraints. One less week v
fj}% in BCT or AIT means fewer people and less dollars for support. Mo post- ]
N mobilization training for Reserve Component units means a regular force
o that can bridge the gap between the outbreak of hostilities and movement
Lo of the mobilized unit, or preferably the date of first enemy contact. o
e 15. The solution to the overall problem is an entirely new concept of
;26 training. Work on the skills of the individual soldier, accompanied by
:ﬂ physical and mental conditioning. Work on the teamwork of the leaders, at
s the levels at which they perform. Teamwork can start with fire team leaders
Wf in its most basic state. Periodically, the soldiers will have to be in-
4 volved, but less frequently than the current system provides.
4N
5{:3 16. This is a big problem and it has never been solved by the Army.
S Prospects for assimilation of a credible study are dim because there are
A
R too many individual opinions.
S
:::'I‘
"':: GRANT S- GREEN JR.
g LTC, IN
9
<,
WA
P22
Lo
E--
("
2=
o
,‘v,;{,’
) 'A”-
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060
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: g: ATCG-ATS 22 February 1974
Ty,
(L
)
L T MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD
AL . .
'$f . SUBJECT: Conference with GEN Andrew P. 0°Meara, USA, Ret., 23 January 137%
i ‘
& |
.;f General 0°Meara made the following points during his discussion with the
" study group:
‘:f' l. 1Individual versus unit replacements.
ot a. There is a personnel management philosophy held by some civilian
O managers, cost analysts, and ADP programmers that soldiers can be treated
»ﬁ\ like spare parts in a supply system. As a result, the system of individual
N training which the Army has developed does not recognize the realities of

-
ot battle. Men do not fight as individuals; rather they fight as units and

i
; teams. They should be trained that way in peacetime.

frJ b. Although the individual trainf{ng program during Vietnam was

S excellent, units were not proficient due to the continuous churning of
) personnel rotations. The most experienced NCO’s left every month, and the
% leader who could produce a highly trained unit in the face of these

J obstacles had to be a genius.

A

.'} ¢. Should tactical nuclear weapons ever be employed, it is nonsense to
2 think that units decimated by nuclear attack could be made effective with
\i‘ individual replacements. Instead, units receiving high casualties nust be
! replaced by newly trained units, and effective personnel left in the

decimated units would be used as individual replacements.

RO

s d. The solution to the challenge at hand lies in the use of a unit
'xj replacement personnel system.

Y

R
: 3 e. Initially, unit replacements should be attempted only at company
- ) : level. After a company cadre of officers and NCO's is established, it
;p' could be filled with personnel from the reception center. After 20 davs
’e
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of company training (not replacement training), the unit would be sent
overseas and kept intact for 18 months. At that time, personnel would be
reassigned to f£ill units and individual losses elsewhere.

f. With unit replacements, the combat capability of battalions (new
company received every six months) would continually be much higher than ’
vhen unit integrity and training are constantly being degraded by the
siphoning off of officers, NCO’s, and specialists with the longest service.
In peace or war, unit {dentity and high morale and proficiency can be .
attained with unit replacements which would act as a bastion against drugs .
and disciplinary problems.

ge Unit replacement, if not unit rotation, is definitely required in
time of war. In time of peace, unit replacement 1s an operational and
training requirement. For the training of personnel managers, it is an
absolute necessity.

2. The main reason Gyroscope did not work well was that it tended to be
more of a carrier to move men from various units back to CONUS without
regard to branch assignment. Prior to rotation back to the States,
officers and NCO’s with time left to serve in Europe were moved to other
units. The result was that companies would be manned by persomnel who had
neither the training, motivation, or supervision to maintain their equip-
ment. Discipline and morale were also adversely affected.

3. The two primary elements of a successful training program are stabi-
lized personnel assignments and rigorous performance testing throughout.

4., Performance Testing:

a. Objective testing (not evaluation) is necessary to ensure an
effective training program. Tests should be developed on the basis which
soldiers can readily understand, and, like combat, which are highly
competitive.

b. An elite group should be organized for administration of tests and
to ensure objectivity and uniformity.

ce An objective test is needed to check training standards across the
Army. This is especially important in light of the problems inherent in
the current readiness reporting system. .

1Vv-10
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“

: 5. The Army cannot afford the high cost of individual training centers.

BCT and basic skills should be taught in the field. Highly technical skills
probably would be taught best in the schools.

r

. 6. Although the ability of a command group is important to combat effec-
: tiveness, as much as 90 percent of a unit’s performance in combat is

-

: dependent on the fighting ability of platoons. For that reason, training
a should focus on the platoon rather than the battalion.

e 7. Training at platoon level is particularly important for the Reserve
Components (RC). Also, tests of training standards for the RC should be
the same as used for Active Components in order to develop the proper
degree of experience. BCT and AIT for reservists should be continued in
the active base, 1f only to keep the RC units from reverting to the old
National Guard practice, prevalent in the 1920°s and 1930°s, of spending

; the entire training year on little but basic training of the soldier.
: 1 Incl
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Section ITI

INDIVIDUAL AND UNIT ROTATION vs UNIT REPLACEMEMT

The Army has an unfortunate fixation on rotation of personnel o z:-4
from overseas service. Because the desire to spread the lnad nf g-l<4ier-
ing in combat led, during the Korean War, to the rotation of indiridiziz e
we turned to Gyroscope. As I have said, Gyroscope, the rotation of Ziv:i-

sions between the US and Germany, worked to the advantage of the 4t*x
Armored Division. However, expense and the personnel managers ¥illeZ
Well before a unit was due to gyroscope to the States the persornel =zrz-
gers ordered all officers and men with some time left to serve in Fur~s:
to other units. The Gyroscope unit became a carrier to move men from za--
units back to the States, without regard to branch assignment. For a per-
iod of weeks, sometimes many weeks, a tank company would be manned wit™
men who had neither the training, the motivation, nor the supervision t-
maintain their expensive and frequently sensitive equipment. The effec:
on equipment was disastrous. The effect on discipline and morale was al-
most as bad.

Since the termination of Gyroscope, various unit rotation systems
from the battalion to the brigade have been tried. None have worked well,
to my knowledge. Nonetheless, we continue to try, impelled by the daragz
done by individual rotation to fine units committed to Vietnam and by the
self-evident fact that on a nuclear bagtlefield we must have unit replzce
ment.

In that last word lies the solution to our dilemma. We need unit re-
placement. We don’t need unit rotation. We will never achieve success-
ful unit replacement in war unless we revolutionize the thinking of cur
personncl managers and have them and their computers grapple with the pro-
blems of unit replacement in time of peace.

At first, it should not be attempted except at company level. Set up
a cadre of officers and key non-coms for a company. Fill it up with men
from the reception center. Let the captain and his cadre train the con-
pany for thirty days. No replacement center trailning, though the site of
the company for 30 days might be at a replacement training center. Then .
ship the company to a battalion overseas and hold it and its perscmnel :
intact for 18 months. At the end of that time, reassign the persconnel :o
f11l up headquarters and service units and to fill individual losses else-

- where. Bring in a new company from the States to replace the one just

f?? broken up. An infantry battalion, tank battalion, or artillerv battalicn
. with three line companies or batteries would receive a new companv everv
:: six months. Some will complain, "This will lower the combat readiness of
"y our battalions."” Not so. The combat capability of the battalicn will

i continually be higher, generally much higher, than when vou are constantlv
LIy
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destroying unit integrity and impairing unit training by siphoning off
from each unit the officers and men with the longest service in the unit.
Furthermore, the new companies will give senior commanders the type of
experience they need if they are ever to commit unseasoned troops to
combat,

After some years experience with company replacement, our personnel
managers may well come up with improvements to make battalion replacement
feasible in peacetime. This is desirable because the battalion is the
smallest unit which should be replaced on the nuclear battlefield. But
let's not start with battalions. We have a whole generation of computers
and their bosses to retrain. Even if we never achieve battalion replace-~
ment until war breaks out, we will have established the philosophy and the
system of unit replacement, and we will have our personnel managers orient-
ed to fight a winning war: a big change, when for twenty-six years they
have been working towards losing wars.

One tangible but great dividend of the unit replacement outlined above
is that the initial admiration and loyalty which the recruit feels to his
first drill sergeant and first company commander is converted to unit loy-
alty, loyalty to a unit in which he knows, and knows well, every officer,
NCO and soldier. This is what makes teams, fighting units, instead of
agglomerations of MOSs.

Unit replacement gives way to rotation in a war of less than total
national mobilization such as Korea or Vietnam. There we need rotation
out of the war theatre. The peacetime system I advocate converts to it
to perfection.... -
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3~a SUBJECT: Conference with GEN Bruce Palmer, Jr., USA, Ret., 25 January 1978
¥
# \.'
HYy
.
A
2 General Palmer made the following points during his discussion with the
K :c study group:
5
::H 1. Reserve Components (RC).
,fuf a. The Reserve Components are an important element of the Total
Sl Force, and the Active Army should consider providing a greater support role
oy for their training. We cannot slow our pace of support to the RC, and it
g P
,;3% is important for the study to address this challenge.
% )
*r,r b. It would not be practical for the AC and RC to maintain the same
readiness levels. The Active Force is having enough challenges maintaining
\j its readiness levels. You can’t manufacture time for the Reserve Compon-
.Ei ents. The USAT is basically able to match active and reserve readiness
o~ levels but they devote more resources to the Alr NG than we do to the RC
;5 with the result that they have higher RC readiness levels but a less cost=-
; effective reserve force than does the Army.
L
" »
:ﬁ} ¢c. RC peacetime training should focus on company level training
&ﬁ# activities since a good battalion can be put together from good companies.
’% ' BCT and AIT for the RC should continue to be conducted in the Active train-
e ing base.
iy
5 - d. The ability to mobilize is an act of deterrence in itself. For
. Q example, some feel that the partial mobilization we had during the Korean
P War probably prevented World War II1. Both the Army National Guard and
% ::: Army Reserve played an important role in this effort. We definitely need
to be able to fight more than a short war.
!.
b . e. The importance of the RC can be seen from another perspective.
Yy The ability to adequately support the present AC force structure can prob-
s ably be challenged. For example, is there sufficient air mobility for
{:.'.a
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ground forces? POMCUS issues must be considered too. Continued cuts to
the training base also take time from unit training. Any increase in
heavy divisions would require even greater support. What is the optimum
force structure to maintain divisions in a high state of readiness?
Should we go with a fewer number of divisions to ensure their proper sup-
port? Should some of our Active divisions be Training Divisions? All of
this places greater reliance on the Reserve Components since they in ef-
fect complement the Active Force.

f. We should not forget that even if the RC are understrength, we
are in effect training a cadre which would be a nucleus in wartime upon
which to build, train, and deploy. Our peacetime force structure should
recognize this.

2. Contingenciles:

a. Army force structure is driven by the possiblity of a NATO war--
our largest requirement but the least likely to occur. On the other hand,
contingencies in Panama and the Middle East, or events involving inter-
national terrorism are more likely to occur.

b. The Army has generally kept a good balance between heavy (Armor)
and light (Infantry) capabilities since World War II. It is probably
easier for mechanized to fight light than vice versa, but there are other
factors which should be considered. These include the important and
challenging role of an Infantry squad leader who personally must lead and
motivate every man on the battlefield for whom he is responsible. This
is no easy task. The other combat arms tend as a whole to be more tech-
nical in their approach to training.

3. Human factors. The Navy and Air Force see people as limiting factors
in the maintenance of crews and pilots respectively rather than more pay
or better facilities, etc. Young men don’t want to be separated from
their families. Compared to the other Services, the Army is seen as a
young Service of junior enlisted men involving fewer dependents and family
separations. Thus, it would seem easier to motivate Army personnel, for
example, than the older technicians of the other Services.

4. Unit versus individual replacements.
a. In a stable situation, small unit replacement (no higher than
platoon) would probably work. However, there have been several examples

where peacetime unit rotation did not work. Gyroscope was ineffective and
Brigade 75 severely taxed Fort Hood.

IV=15
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L3y
“fﬁ( b. The Marines use the unit repalcement system, and it takes three
:;if units to maintain one overseas (one overseas, one returning, and one ready
L to go). 1In other words, it takes a division to support one brigade.
=
; ) c. In combat, our doctrine is to fight with units until they become
) 3 ineffective at which time they are removed from front lines, filled with .
Oy individual replacements, trained and used again. 1In this mannner, integri- -
N ty of unit designation is retained whereas the Soviets, for example, re-
jiﬁ place decimated units with other units.
LAY !
»

d. Any replacement system should consider the role of the Reserve
Components; that is, at what levels they will be trained and deployed.

N
N
o e. It would be difficult for NATO to field fighting units and simul-
! b taneously train recruits as individual replacements. We did this prior to
") World War II, but we had benefit of an experienced NCO Corps, and there
i were waiting lines to join the Army.

Et& 5. Training.

»iy- a. Training is our most important peacetime mission, but many

| Ty leaders don't practice what they preach. For one thing, it is very diffi-

i cult to train a unit from scratch and get it ready for combat. Second, we

; j; need to get the top leaders involved in training because it is they that

;‘;ﬂ must set the tone. Finally, training must be made to be interesting to

j'*ﬁ the individual soldier,

ks ()

pei b. You don't have to be a born trainer to be a good trainer. Most

2 of the important elements can be taught. Junior Officers and NCOs in

E;ﬁ particular need to realize their own capabilities and gain confidence as

:ft: they gradually increase their ability to lead. Training principles

'ix- haven't changed but people and materials have. Remember that the most

q;QZ successful leaders in combat were those that did the unexpected. There are

O no stereotyped solutions to good battlefield tactics. In this regard,
care should be taken to ensure that the ARTEP does not lead to stereotype
training,

¢. Generally, units below authorized strength can still conduct
meaningful training (sandtables, etc). Units should conduct field train-
ing as much as possible.

d. 1In larger unit training exercises, care should be taken to ensure
that the training time of small units is utilized effectively. Llarge unit
exercises are especially important to determine combat service support
capabilities, While large unit training exercises are important, the
focus of training should be on the squad and platoon,
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e. Discipline is important to a good training program and the abil i-
ty to execute training proficiency into combat effectiveness. A sharp
looking unit is not the sole indicator of discipline.

f. Training is becoming more important with the greatly improved
combat capabilities of the Soviet Union and Third Nations. Our proficien-
cy must approach 100 percent if we are to win, and how well the individual
is trained to do his job is the key to that success.

6. Training inspections.

a. General Howze had a good system. He would randomly pick one
rifle company out of the division and have it meet him at a certain time
and location with its tactical equipment. He would then put the unit
through certain tasks such as live fire exercises to determine its endur-
ance and fighting ability. He had everyone’s attention on training.
Tactical training inspections should be conducted by higher level com-
manders (about two levels higher).

b. The unit readiness report was originally designed to obtain
honest evaluations, but things got off track and it became a management
tool for personnel and equipment levels instead. Commanders began to peak

) their units and the intent of the report was compromised. The Army needs
to restore objectivity and integrity to its readiness reporting and this
is a very difficult issue to resolve.

c. Physical conditioning is an important element of training readi-
ness.

d. We definitely need an inspection system for training. Equally
important, we need to be able to say that we cannot achieve certain re-
quirements when we clearly cannot do it.

7. Minimum level of training. The Air Force can show the minimum fuel
needed to maintain pilot proficiency. If their training resources are
cut, they can show that proficiency drops, and it will cost more to re-
train back to the needed proficiency. The 82d Airborne Division probably
has a similar program which requires that so many jumps per time interval
are necessary to maintain proficiency. We need to have a similar system
for all training programs in order to determine the cost-effective break-
point.
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SUBJECT:

8. SQT.
receives

Conference with GEN Bruce Palmer, Jr., USA, Ret., 25 Janauary 1978

Be careful in implementing the SQT since the score that a NCO
is not the sole measure of his leadership on the battlefield.

Don’t put all your chips on the SQT.

DAVID A. NAGEL
CoL, AD
Deputy Director
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MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

PAEO
COL Miller/4406
9 May 1978

SUBJECT: GEN Kroesen's Visit to Army Training Study (ARTS) Group,
24 February 1978

1. On 24 Feb 78 GEN Kroesen met with members of the ARTS Group at Ft
Belveir, VA. The purpose of the meeting was to solicit GEN Kroesen's
views on training problems facing the Army. The meeting was chaired
by BG Fredric Brown, ARTS Director.

2. GEX Kroesen made the following points:

a. Training programs must be based upon battalion level proficiency
for both AC and RC. Much battalion training can be done using CAMS and
CATTS; however, training must culminate in an exercise. CAMS/CATTS are
not yet far enough along to be used as a PASS/FAIL test; give them time.

b. First priority is to train leaders.

c. Training establishment must do best job possible to furnish units
with qualified individual soldiers. It must, as a minimum, produce a
soldier who can go into combat the day following graduation, i.e., be
deployed immediately as a combat replacement. Units must sustain individual
qualifications, adding to the basic soldier the more advanced skills and
training practice which produce an expert in his MOS.

d. It is not possible to take the commander's subjective judgement
out of the measurement of training effectiveness. We must layout basic
tasks that the unit is expected to be able to perform ("playbook’).
Annual requirements (EDRE, I1G, TPI, FTX, MOBA, etc.) form the basis for
the commander to evaluate training readiness.

e. Training proficiency is time sensitive. Six months after a TPI
a unit is probably no longer fully capable because of personnel turbulence.
Nevertheless, the system certifies the unit for a year.

f. Leader stability is more important than follower stability.
Followers should be able to be accepted on short notice.

{
!

. g. Unit rotation is too idealistic for the US Army. PACT countries
expend units, then replace them. We expect units to be maintaiuned. Our
system is better because it provides for unit continuity. Individual
replacement for the US Army is better than unit replacement.

h. The remembering curve is very steep when the individual is under
fire.
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Mi2MO FOR RECCRD 9 Miy 1978
SUBJECT: GEXN Kroesen's Visit to Army Training Study (AKTS) Croup,
24 Tebruary 1978

i. The SQT is important. It will force our NtOs to learn to train.
We have only begun on the SQT and it will take some time for results
to be achieved. We don't yet understand the meaning of SQT results. For
example, why are the SQT scores for 172d and 193d Brigades higher than for
other units?

j. The ARTEP system must be given time to mature. Don't mathematical.v
link ARTEP and URR. A nuclear proficiency test should be part of ARTLP;
administered by battalion commander, not IG. PASS/FAIL tests are not
appropriate for AC units; however, they are necessary foar individuale and
RC units.

k. The need for formal, independently administered, training tests
(EDRE, TACEVAL, etc.) for a unit is a function of the unit's mission. A
quick reaction mission may imply a requirement for a formal check of 2 unit's
capability. That requirement, however, should not be extrapolated arbitrurily
to all units. Funds necessary to do formal tests must be justified usiunx
nermal resource management procedures. These funds are one requiremc..t to
maintain a unit at a specified level of readiness.

1. Mobilization must entail a minimum of turbulence. To the extent
possible, peacetime and wartime missions for RC units must be aligned.

m. RGs should train the trainefs; however, they must also help
plan for and conduct training.

n. The Army has not yet learned how to bring units to a training pec-«
and keep them there. For the RC, we haven't even found the level to which
we can expect a unit to be brought. That's a job for ARTS.

o. AC and RC units must be measured on the same readiness scale; how-
ever, the readiness requirement or goal should be based on the deploywmcent
requirement.

p. Before RC units deploy, they must demonstrate a capability to
perform their mission, i.e., pass a training evaluation.

q. There is a limited capability for realistically increasing the
training objectives of early deploying RC units. The controlling factor
is the limited number of training days. Other resources, however, can bc
given to early-deploying units on a priority basis.

r. Training programs should consist of four elements:

Iv-20

a1 e e A NIRRT IR SN SR
1< L S A N TR TR LR IS WO TR TN, RLGY

ey




og it ol At ok Sak A n Al Al i den b i be A me an i aan o e e g L L

MEMO FOR RECORD 9 May 1978
SUBJECT: GEN Kroesen's Visit to Army Training Study (ARTS) Group,
24 February 1978

(1) Leader training.

(2) Individual (sustaining) training.
(3) Crew (small unit) training.

(4) Collective training.

s. FORSCOM has run out of training time for AC units. This is a result
of the necessity to borrow military manpower to perform housexeeping functions
FORSCOM is seriously shert of civilian personnel and GSF military personnel.

t. There is a need to identify basic ("playbook') tasks that units must
be able to perform. Maybe FORSCOM ought to be doing this now. These basic
tasks should be based on the mission of the unit, not necessarily extended
to all units of a certain type. For example, units going to Europe don't
need desert training.

u. One way to enunciate the readiness degradation resulting from a fail-
ure to perform certain training events is to adjust deployment capability.
For example, failure to do an EDRE might imply that a unit will be delayed
ten or more days in meeting its RDD for deployment.

v. Shortages of equipment force training by shifts. This is undersirabld
because the total unit can't train and maintenance will suffer.

w. FORSCOM DCG given primary mission to address our Sapability for
sustained land combat.

x. For divisional units, there should be a division level exercise
every two years and brigade level exercises every year. There is not
enough training time to increase this schedule of exercises.

y. Europe should go to eight-man tank crews, now.

z. The National Training Center should be justified based on the
football analogy that the Washington Redskins need to play pre-season
games.

aa. The commander's evaluation of unit readiness should be the basis
of any formal readiness report. The status of resources (personnel, equip-
ment) should be incidentally reported and should not be the driving factor.
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[ MEMO FOR RECORD 9 May 1978
i SUBJECT: GEN Kroesen's Visit to Army Training Study (ARTS) Group
m 24 February 1978

N ab. Personnel attrition can be expected to increase as more compli-
cated equipment is introduced. Analogously, all applicants don't stay
with the Chicago Bears.
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DEPARTMENY OF THE ARMY

HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT SELVOMR, VIRGMIA 22060

ATCG-ATS 17 March 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SURJECT: Conference with General George S. Blanchard, CinCUSAREUR/Seventh
Army, 28 February 1978

General Blanchard made the following points during his discussion with the
study group:

1. The ARTS briefing talks of US Porces conceivably being outnumbered in
personnel and weapons by an enemy who enjoys technological parity. But an
advantage the US has over the Russians is NCOs, since most Soviet ser-
geants are first-term draftees. This advantage should be exploited.

2. As the study effort progresses, look into and consider:

a. The time it takes to "climatize"” a soldier who is newly assigned
to Europe. However, training is improving in this regard--many more
soldiers in CONUS divisions now know what NATO is all about, and I am
encouraged by this progress,

b. The "Brigade Learning Centers” which three of the CONUS divisions
have established. These centers have MOS libraries, audiovisual devices,
etc. for soldiers to use for training. There is no TOE or MTOE for these
centers; they have developed rather spontaneously.

c. The difference between CONUS and USAREUR divisions. In Europe,
units go to Grafenwohr or Hohenfels to become tactical. There are
differences between training programs for a brigade which has a close-in
training area and one which does not. This impacts on day-to-day train-
ing, the use of weapons systems, simulators, subcaliber training devices,
etc.

3. There is generally sufficient time for training since troops are often
looking for something to do. The approach to take is to:
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ATCG-ATS 17 March 1978
SUBJECT: Conference with General George S. Blanchard, CinCUSAREUR/Seventh
Army, 28 February 1978

a. Get company commanders to trust their NCOs--trust them to train,
The commander cannot personally do all of the work; commanders are worxing
14 hours a day, but they could get their day down to 10 hours if they gave
NCOs more responsibility.

¥

b. Let people have freedom to make mistakes. To do otherwise 1
prevents progress.

Ce Watch the time that is available for training, and ensure it is o

spent on training. Often a soldier's time tends to be spent dispropor-
tionately on activities such as race relations, equal opportunity, or drug
education programs because the effects of these efforts can perhaps be
neasured more objectively than can the effects of training.

4., More needs to be done with subcaliber training devices in order to
naximize time in major training areas and to maintain proficiency betwc.n
visits to these tralning areas.

5. The problem with a "package” replacement concept is that so many
things can happen to the group from the time it is formed in the training
base until it actually gets on the ground. Unit replacements may not be a
good answer, though some lesser variation might be worthy of study. Foll=n
the ADA technician package and the 5-man tank crew to see what can be
learned. The 5-man tank crew study pPobably will not be available until
next sunmer, Look at the IHAWK unit replacement proposal--USAREUR cannot
accept a personnel grade structure at two levels below authorized (i.e.,
receiving E-3s instead of E-5s8). Also, research General Abrams' project
of transferring Armor soldlers by crews--the project was not successful.
Finally, a policy such as Brigade 75 has some negative effects on the
losing end. Look at the 2d Armored Division and determine what Brigade 75
did to it and to Fort Hood. Both ends should be considered. The study
group may also want to examine the replacement system used by the German
Army .

6. USAREUR is looking for an unmarried soldier to serve an 18 month tour
(will accept a 24 month tour). Although this policy will cause turbulence
to go up somewhat, it needs to be examined because troop attitude and
morale are more of a major problem than turbulence among the lower ranks.
The key {s stability of leaders. In Europe, NCOs generally stay with
their unit of assignment for three years. If 100 percent of the unit
rotated, institutional memory would be lost--particularly detailed know-
ledge of the terrain., Unit rotation or replacement is not the way to go.

7. The solution for being able to get more than 50 percent of the unit
together for training is the ABC model. But how much training management
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'i*f should be directed from DA, and how much should be left to the field
] commander? USAREUR/TRADOC/FORSCOM are looking into establishing a two-
{;J week course on training for commanders. What is needed is a way to have
‘~ standardization of training without eliminating decentralized training,
- without taking away the prerogatives of the commander, and without
" destroying initiative.
:Q{ 8. The grade reading level for SQTs must be reduced and as quickly as
5% : possible. The amount of hands-on SQT testing should vary by MOS, but the
} ) ’ predominance of tasks for combat arms should be in the hands-on mode.
¢ USAREUR would like to have some input on the tasks chosen from the SM to
o be tested each year. Since proficiency throughout the Army improves al-
N:; most immediately when the 60-day notice goes out, this is a major decision
tzp: for the Army--perhaps one of {ts most important ones. TRADOC should go
o faster in producing SM/SQT materials.
)
N
’
,, 9. Training challenges within USAREUR:
4
ﬁtj a. Individual. Maintaining recruit skills learned in the training
:3: center and adding those individual skills necessary for effective crew
o proficiency.
ot
»
f b. Collective. Combining skills into a team effort which enables the
: 2 crew to do well in ARTEP. R
::f 10. The problems of interoperability with our allies lie within all
o units, not just the combat gservice support units. CSS units need to be
'ﬁﬁ especially effective in the areas of rations, POL, and ammunition. There
i) are interoperability exercises in Europe, but no common data bank is
T available. This is needed.
3¢
"y 11. Frustrations come because one cannot prove that the resources
'*:: requested for training are in fact needed to maintain proficiency. The
ey effects of changes in resources on training proficiency/combat effective-
N ness still cannot be quantified.
,iﬁ . 12. The soldier currently received from the training base needs addi-
Y tional training in USAREUR before he meets combat standards.
) Q." -
'.dx . 13. This study is very important for the future of the Army. Do not be
' pushed by time.
LN/
,;d
4
\‘
& L] Bo EK ER
Major, AG
R0 Executive Officer
¢
oo
R 1v-25
’f,‘ )
@
W
0
[} LWy & W o .'-. . - - - - - - » - - - . . - LN e N . X
KRR IR Lo R St e I e R TR AN ¥R e S ST SR T AT SN )




:
..!..'(
“" ;
f:-.::'!.
*-; DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
:‘,, N FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060
oS
N, e
o ATCG-ATS 17 April 1978
g,
!
3
P -
o MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD
0o ‘
1988 SUBJECT: Conference With Gen William E. DePuy, USA, Ret., 13 March 1978
1, d
f;:~ General Depuy made the following points during his discussion with the
2 study group:
ks
.
{I* 1. SCOPES, REALTRAIN, and MILES have done much to increase the realism of
: » training, but we still do not have a procedure to quantify unit perform-
el ance as the product of training. As more insights are developed from
Y hard data gained from instrumented engagement simulation at the National
B Training Center, the quantification of unit performance will become a
{{i reality for maneuver units. Quantification of some combat service support
ot functions can be done now through ARTEP work standards.
x 2. 1In determining an optimum training program, one procedure would be to

. P
' develop several experimental training packages, each with different com-

; P
Q$‘ binations of ammunition, simulators, exercises, etc. Then through trial
ﬁp{ and error, and based on each set of training processes and evaluation of
Qk performance differences, select the program which produces the best per-
:)“ formance within tolerable and rcasonable costs. This would also assist
3 in the justification of resources for training to DA, 0SD, and OMB since
-ﬁﬁq one could now show a direct relationship between battle outcome and alter-

q} native training programs by using quantified unit performance data in
o accepted battle simulation models. A major contribution from ARTS would
: be to push hard for this capability.

!

o 3. There are four major elements related to battlefield performance:

3 a. Individual participation in battle. In WW II only about 25 percent
.5?4 of Infantry soldiers fired their weapons. Korea was near 50 percent. Surely
Kn, 3 this remains a major problem. Perhaps more emphasis on organizational effec-

, P
’ tiveness is needed although the solution to this challenge is not clear.
3
ﬁ:%: b. Proficiency of gunners and crews. Both well-trained individuals
«\3} and crews are important in this category.
[}
17y b
f}*‘ ¢+ Tactics of junior leaders. The focus here is at battalion level
~ - and below as it relates to the battlefield deployment of troops. Engage-
Co] ment simulation will provide an enormous increase in tactical training
: effectiveness.
D)
,a'
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SUBJECT: Conference with Gen William E. Depuy, USA, Ret., 13 March 1978

d. Battle management. This element involves the synchronization of
intelligence, air and ground fire support, electronic warfare, maneuver,
and combat service support. For example, battalion or brigade staffs
participating in an ARTEP are learning the principles of battle manage-
ment. The high cost of maneuver elements forces increased reliance on
computer assisted staff and command training simulations.

e. With this breakout of battlefield performance, one can clearly
relate the role of individuals, weapons, teams or crews, and engagement
simulations to proficiency. Otherwise, unless one is careful, tactics and
battle management tend to be ill-defined.

4. The chain-of-command must manage individual training in units. From a
technical standpoint, the key to this requirement rests with a good eval-
uvation program since it should furnish answers in regard to individual
motivation, simulators, training programs, range exercises, etc. Training
developers must become involved with tests and evaluations to know what
elements produce the best training results. It is an iterative process.

5. Tactically speaking, the ARTEP needs to be given a chance to survive
and not be used at this time to grade training. Strategically speaking,
the Army’s desire to have a more objective measure of training readiness
will probably lead eventually to use of quantified ARTEPs. However, that
should not occur until after hard data is available from controlled range
engagement simulations. Until we get the confidence from that data,
training readiness will still be largely judgmental.

6. Although performance can be quantified at squad level (i.e., number of
targets hit), it is difficult to be quantified at company and battalion
levels. For example, how do you quantify the ability of a platoon leader
to have his five tanks at the right place and at the right time? 1Is 1t
worth the effort to evaluate this level of performance when it is so im-
precise? It would probably be better to get more hard data onm this topic,
but there may not be sufficient time before the study report is due. EDREs
and TAC EVALs may offer insights, but it is safe to stay with the diagnos-
tic approach until more hard data is available.

7. Training management challenges in the institution are complex and
tough to solve. At one time, training seemed too theoretical with in-
sufficient specifics on actual tasks to be performed. Then the pendulum
swung too far the other way and training became primarily oriented on
learning tasks for specific jobs or problems to be solved. The major
drawbacks with this approach were that students either went to different
jobs than those for which they were trained or they could not work effec-
tively at higher levels of supervision. The process is difficult because
it involves personnel assignments and NCO career progression. There is no
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SUBJECT: Conference with f2n Willjam E. Depuy, USA, Ret., 13 March 1978

single answer to the problem except continual evaluation and analysis as
an input to better training programs. The impact on force effectiveness is
immense.

8, The Army is justly proud of its units, but sometimes we seem blinded
on the effectiveness of our forces in that there is far more emphasis on he
the man than on the weapon system. The Air Force training program is
probably just the opposite with more orientation on weapons systems. We
need the proper amalgam of both--capable weapons systems and trained J
operators. »

9. The focus of Reserve Component peacetime training should likely not go
beyond company level with emphasis on individual and team or crew prc-
ficiency. It is important that the RC be able to provide qualified indi-
vidual replacements in war, especlally where there is a short lead time
involved and where only a few logistical units may be at the necessary
readiness level for deployment. For long lead times, more emphasis could
be placed on the utilization of RC unit replacements.

10. 1Individual training should be decentralized to the maximum extent
possible consistent with the ability of the personnel system to support
multiechelon training and the capability of our NCOs as trainers. MILES
should help in this area.

11. The ARTEP is broad and is not definitive. It should include all the
critical tasks for training and be managed at whatever level decisions are
made with respect to resources. It is a valid concept to train only on
these tasks for which training is needed, and we have an intelligent
Officer Corps which can cope with this degree of sophistication. The
limited training experience of the RC presents a different problem and
solution.

12. The role of TRADOC addresses combat developments, training develop-
ments, training, and evaluation, and it would be difficult now to move
TRADOC much beyond those responsibilities. The concept of decentralized
training is valid, i.e., pick the commander, give him the mission and the
tools, and let him adapt to the real world conditions as only he can do.
Even during mobilization there would be reluctance in expanding the role
of TRADOC such as, for example, becoming an Army IG for the evaluation of
training readiness. As we discussed earlier, wait until data is available
from engagement simulations on instrumented ranges and we have a better, o
more objective grasp of force combat effectiveness, and can react from

feedback data. Then it may be appropriate for TRADOC to assume an Army

training evaluation role. It would be a serious mistake to add this re-

sponsibility to TRADOC now since practically everything we have is judg-

mental, and no one knows what the proper standards are for the evaluation
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of training. TRADOC should establish SQT and ARTEP standards (quantifying
them vwhenever practical) and provide training materials and procedures
which are designed to help individuals and units to attain those stan~
dards. However, USAREUR and FORSCOM, who best know resource limitations
and opportunities, should be charged with putting together the actual
training programs and evaluating their effectiveness within the force.
TRADOC must evaluate the effectiveness of training support materials.

DAVID A. NAGEL
CcoL, AD
Deputy Director
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R )
3

i MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD -

. SUBJECT: Conference with MG Henry Mohr, Chief of Army Reserve, 20 March
f 1978 ;

’
o
e
;‘. !
-
ot General Mohr made the following points during his discussion with the
i study group:
e
: 1. Active personnel who deal with Reserve Component (RC) training need to
N realize that training, personnel, and administrative matters for the RC
v are noticeably different from those of Active Components (AC). It may be
- that a specialized AC career management field is needed for those who
i'} work extensively on RC matters.
* g 2. Based upon 15 to 20 years of experience, 48 drill periods represent
,?ﬂ the optimum amount of training when one considers both military and civil-
jg ian requirements. In this regard, the USAR should have a similar congres-
- sional (legal) protection for this amount of training as does the Army
b - National Guard.
:) 3. Better advantage needs to be taken of the assets offered by USAR
e Schools and Training Divisions. For example, a split training option
e might be considered which could eliminate the need for 12 consecutive
_*{ weeks of BCT/AIT in the AC training base. BCT should continue to be conm
5% ducted in AC training centers, but some AIT could probably be taught in
e units with assistance by USAR Schools and Training Divisions.
. -
‘t- 4. Some people feel that to have a change automatically means progress.
f:: This is definitely not the case because we have made too many doctrinal,
fa: policy, and organizational changes before the impact of these changes was
>, known. This in turn drives turbulence which affects training and profici- -
- ency. The solution 1is to validate proposed changes before they are imple-
o~ mented. 4
e
:Bf 5. The evaluation of training is our toughest challenge. For example,
}. there are problems with the SQT which need to be addressed and which should
Ko be considered when evaluating corresponding RC programs.
55
-
N-
N
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SUBJECT: Conference with MG Mohr, Chief of Army Reserve, 20 March 1978

a. Some AC units are standing down unit training programs for rela-
tively long periods in order to prepare for the SQT.

b. The high SQT failure rate for some MOSs is probably equivalent to
a C4 unit readiness posture.

- c. The potential focus on the SQT as a personnel management tool is
not good because it 1s diverting our attention from unit training and, if
not properly orchestrated in its implementation, threatens to generate an
AIT image of the Army.

d. The SQT went from 80 percent hands-on and 20 percent written tests
to 20 percent hands-on and 80 percent written. It has now become too an-
alytical and complex, and too difficult to understand by those of low
reading comprehension even though these people could do their job well in
combat.

e. The availability of equipment, time, training facilities, widely
scattered units, and preparations for training and testing all present
difficult challenges for the RC.

6. There is a dilemma in our emphasis for high quality people in that
these personnel generally have high turnover rates. However, there 1is
presently enough leadership material in the Reserve Components; what is
needed are lower aptitude personnel who are necessary for the actual
fighting of the war. We need to attract people representing all catego-
ries of aptitude, not just those who want to be leaders--followers are
important too. This policy is prevalent in war; why not use it for peace-
time training.

7. The management of the Army should be geared on a wartime rather than
a peacetime management basis. As a result, we are not as ready today to
fight a war as we should be because we do not think in terms of a transi-
tion to war.

8. NCOs are not being used properly. 1If both responsibility and authori-
ty were returned to the NCO Corps, training would improve considerably.

x l"&.
RS

P

P

9. There is a considerable cellular structure in the Army which involves
some 600 separate detachments and small units with no gaining command or
higher headquarters to tie together the many aspects of training and
training management. Who will do this in time of war?

ay &

M

10. In measuring training readiness, criteria should be with respect to
actual equipment and people on hand or assigned respectively rather than
compared to full TOE or authorized. (Each Service has a different system
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bl
' : for reporting readiness, but they need to follow uniform procedures). 1In
-$q reporting training readiness, capabilities as well as problems should be
ity reflected. The Army tends to focus too much on the latter.
i
.“)‘ 11. During past mobilizations, we have had to improvise. In the two most P
:f&; recent mobilizations, units having the highest readiness status were not
S‘} the first to be mobilized. The reason was that the most ready units were
‘ i{ "saved" to be deployed quickly, if needed.
i J
e 12, A major problem in early World War II was the lack of trained staffs
e for senior (Division, Corps, etc.) headquarters. In a future conflict, we
3 may find ourselves again in the position of having tactical units with
;:ﬁ; equipment on hand before trained staffs are available. Care should be
}6? taken not to overfocus on D to D+30 units, but to prepare for a longer
b& ; war. The ability to sustain and reinforce may be critical.
! 13. Look at training and 1its relation to the personnel management systex.
:~$§ The latter causes rapid personnel changes and turbulence and is not matcl.-
) ed to the training system or introduction of new weapons. This is espe-
: cially important for the Reserve Components who need sufficient time to
‘éga, acquire critical skills.
2“@0 14. The Army Reserve needs a better senior officer development program
,npl which identifies bright potential General Officers early, at the major or
539: lieutenant colonel level, so they are prepared to deal with issues at the
R appropriate point in time.

15. The educational system of the Army is not yet adequately organized to
%? deal with the RC. Its focus is oriented too heavily on AC matters; how-
ever, progress has been made.

f.:i 16 In designing training programs, consideration should be given to the
it importance of manual back-up programs to augment computer systems. This

is particularly important for personnel, finance, and supply ADP programs
as well as for certain computer-supported weapons systems which may not

::m work as planned in time of war.
saly

LSt
:'*' 17. One of the most effective RC training programs for wartime mission
fﬁg training is the gaining command program in which units train overseas or

in CONUS with the actual units with which they would operate in time of

;ﬂﬁ& war. Hopefully, this program will be extended to include all elements of
’ the force, especially the small cellular units discussed earlier.
NN

e
K 18, 0SD has for some time been trying to get the peacetime Steadfast sys-
bt tem organized around a wartime structure. For example, CONUSAs could be
B organized as tactical Corps and GOCOMs/ARCOMs could be trained as division
L 4
07
=" 4
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SUBJECT: Conference with MG Mohr, Chief of Army Reserve, 20 March 1978

cadres or other wartime required HQs. This will very likely affect the
manner in which Readiness Regions are eventually reorganized.

19. There is a major congressional effort to place RC benefits into the
FY 80 budget, and to restore some incentives in the FY 79 budget. Look
. for increased OSD initiatives in this area also, particularly in regard

) to the need for a training readiness NCO who would manage training at com-
pany level. The Army Reserve stands the lowest among the Services in
terms of the number of full-time manning personnel. These people should
not come from the AC force except for the valuable augmentees since its

. strength is probably at minimum acceptable levels now to maintain combat
effectiveness.

20. The RC force is in a better equipment posture than ever before. 1In
terms of the percentage of the nonmajor unit force which meets ALO re-
quirements, RC and AC standards of achievement in CONUS are not too dif-
ferent.

21. One problem in determining the readiness of RC units is that there is
no uniform evaluation standard for the CONUSAs and Readiness Regions al-
though FORSCOM is working to correct this. There is also no uniform man-
ner in which readiness ratings are adjusted as they move upward in the
chain-of-command.

22. More latitude is needed in the authorized number of additional train-
ing assemblies (ATAs), since this resource could be better used if com-
manders had more flexibility.

23. TRADOC needs to be more actively involved in the development of
training programs that will work in the RC environment. However, progress
has been made and devices developed by TRADOC are assisting USAR units.

24, 1In developing RC programs, bring in RC experts, particularly those
who are specialists in their area. This has not been pushed hard enough
in the field of training.

25. A focus which would train the RC at individual levels only is wrong.
Instead, the training should focus on units which in many cases, given
adequate full-time training management personnel, can offer more combat
experience and higher readiness indicators than active units. As an
example, 80 percent of RC accessions last year were prior service person-
nel.

26, The manner in which TOEs are constructed, with little career progres-

sion potential, presents a special problem for the RC force due to geo-
graphical conditions and other factors unique to the Reserve.
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SUBJECT: Conference with MG Mohr, Chief of Army Reserve, 20 March 1978

27. The IRR as it is today is an obsolete system. We are treating it
like we were trying to whip a dead horse to life. One serious drawback
is that the IRR does not match the skills needed in mobilization. A 24
drill status and annual training, similar to the Air Force program for
their IRR, may be the solution to the problem. It is important that IRR

personnel do not have an image that they would be used as cannon fodder. 1
Our planning should be driven by the utilization of these personmel as a

reliable source of replacements for late-~deploying RC and AC units

rather than for individual or crew replacements. .

DAVID A.Y HUFNAGEL
CoL, AD
Deputy Director
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ATCG-ATS 31 May 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Conference with LTG Arthur S. Collins, Jr., USA, Ret.,
22 March 1978.

General Collins made the following points during his discussion with the
study group:

1. In order to have a good product from the study, every active parti-
cipant should be deeply familiar with training. The best way to develop
good training programs is for the Army as a whole, officers and NCOs, to
get genuinely interested in training and to develop its training managers
to work closely with troops (persomnel, weapons, equipment, etc.), know
the fundamental elements of good training, and be able to impart this in-
formation during visits to unit training areas. Teaching proper training
techniques is far preferable to relieving commanders whose units have
exhibited unsatisfactory training. Most commanders are capable and desire
to have good training, but they need to spend more time on training fun-
damentals rather than on special projects which detract from their mis-
sion.

2. There are other reasons why more time needs to be spent on training.
First, the top priority for officer assignments should be troop duty
rather than specialized degrees, etc. Also, Operational Readiness Re-
ports, CMMIs, AGIs, and other inspections are detracting from training
time since leaders are generally criticized for a poor showing in these
areas and, thus, are spending a disproportionate amount of their time to
maintain required standards because of the high visibility given to

these areas. But training also needs visibility. Senior officers, in
particular field commanders, need to visit units to see vhat their train-
ing problems are. Training is demanding, but under a training program one
develops a strong sense of pride or accomplishment which nourishes pro-
fessional judgment and helps improve training proficiency. General Howze
was an outstanding trainer. He frequently spent 2 or 3 days in the field
with each of his battalions.

3. Good training cannot be quantified. The ground battle in particular
— is too complicated to quantify since it depends on morale, leadership,
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esprit, etc. However, training can be evaluated and determinations made
if certain programs are feasible. The first important step is to find out
what percentage of unit personnel are qualified at ARTEP, SQT, range
firings, tank gunnery, etc. Second, the focus of training should be at
the battalion level and below since well trained battalions will produce
winners on the battlefield. lLikewise, training resources should be geared
for lower or basic level training, which together with the use of simu-
lators and training devices, can provide for a cost-effective training
program. Higher level exercises are important but require consideradbly
more resources. Sometimes too much stress is placed on FTXs at the expense
of individual training in units. In this regard, more advantage should be
taken of CPX training. The next step is especially difficult and must aim
at the blending of combined arms training. Finally, some training can be
quantified like the number of artillery rounds required for registration
or the number of gunnery programs required annually. However, the state
of training should not be the basis for determining weapons system require-
ments. Commanders should be given at least 90 percent of the materials
needed to accomplish their mission. Then they should be allowed to de-
velop those training programs best suited for their particular require-
ments.

4. Garrison training days need to be considered in the development of
training resources since these days are just as important for their impact
on training as are battalion field training days. This is particularly
true for the training of individuals in units. Garrison training days can
also be used 1n a scarce resource environment to buy some less costly
training.

5. A good training program should place units in a field tactical
environment whenever practical, particularly while at a major training

area.
6. Training centers do a good job in training individual soldiers.

7. Leaders must recognize that not every unit can be at a high state of
readiness. As a result, more attention should be placed on developing
good training than on the present focus of primary concern for scores
received in a URR or AGI. This is not to say that training programs
cannot be tested, but the Army needs to get away from the atmosphere of
comparing scores. Otherwise, the scores tend to become an end in them-

selves.

8. The Army tends to be weak in tactical doctrine, i.e., the use of
weapons and forces to obtain the best battlefield kill ratios. We should
be asking questions as to what is the best way tactically to use the
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weapons we have. New weapons and programming are important, but we tend
to procrastinate too long on developing hardware. On the other hand,
training can be developed much more quickly to meet the threat. The US
also tends to build complexity into its weapons systems whereas the
Soviets generally improve their weapons through product improvement. This
makes training easier, and as systems get more complex, soldiers adjust to
each new model. Overall, there 18 a lack of professional dialogue on the
advantages of improving tactics as opposed to obtaining newer weapons.

The Germans historically have had a superb training/tactics interface that
has allowed an excellent capability for transition from peace to war.
TRADOC should take the lead in putting training in doctrine and tactics.

9. Unit schools are fundamental to the Army. Battalion schools, for
example, should teach specific subjects by separate classes for officers
and NCOs. EM classes should be held at an appropriate time during the day
to allow for the proper development of skills.

10. Some of the training models, such as the Battalion Training Model,

may provide guidance on training programs for typical units and take some
of the pressure off the commanders. However, because not all units are the
same, the commander remains the best judge of the specific training needed
by his unit.,

.

DAVID A. AUFNAGEL
COoL, AD
Deputy Director
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORY BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG-ATS 21 April 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Conference with GEN John R. Guthrie, Commanding General,
DARCOM, 4 April 1978

General Guthrie made the following points during his discussion with
the study group:

l. Be sure to take advantage of past experiences (World War II, Korea,
etc.) learned in the development of training programs under wartime
conditions.

2. 1In the 1973 Middle East War, the most impressive accomplishment in
the area of training was the ability of the Israeli Army to take indivi-
dually trained tank crewmen, commit them piecemeal, and still have effec-
tive crews on the battlefield. This is a tribute to their excellent
Armor training programs.

3. Training should not be limited to battalions and brigades. For
exanple, in World War II Churchill was impressed with the way the US Army
was able to expand and still produce so many qualified Division, Corps,
and Army commanders. CPXs are valuable, but they are not the answer in
themselves. We need the experience gained from large exercises such as
the Carolina Maneuvers to test the command & control and support of large
forces. For that reason, REFORGER exercises are especially important.
Battles in Europe and Africa were won by Bradleys, Pattons, Rommels and
Guderians rather than by small units. Small units can sustain the first
battle, and prevent a loss of that battle, but effective, higher level,
tactical leadership 18 necessary to win.

4. ARTS would do well to study the philosophy of General Lesley McNair,
who, as Chief of Army Ground Forces, was responsible for the training
proficiency of millions of soldiers during the early stages of WW IT.

5. During the early part of the Korean War, although some units were
understrength and had a limited time to reach combat standards, many were
able to train up to acceptable proficlency levels because of experienced
NCOs. Where units achieved rapid train-up programs, it was essentially
due to a first class NCO cadre.
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SUBJECT: Conference with GEN John R. Guthrie, Commanding General,
DARCOM, 4 April 1978

6. Generally, units experience more turbulence than is expected. Con-
sequently, because some form of turbulence will always be present, train-
ing programs should accept and plan for it accordingly. Consider our
units in Korea as an example of endemic turbulence and what measures are

- taken to reduce its affects on training and readiness. For instance, the
mid-tour leave policy seriously disrupts training proficiency.

7. 1In the past, in well trained and highly proficient units, all officers
y were as proficient in the use and functioning of all pieces of organiza-
tional equipment as were the NCOs and men who were armed or operated the
equipment. This concept is equally valid today despite the complexity of
current weapons systems. Officers need to be more knowledgeable and
trained in the fundamentals of today’s weapons in order to extend the
envelope on what weapon systems can actually accomplish. As an example
of the problem, although both FIST and TACFIRE require more complicated
training programs, it appears that officer courses involving these
subjects will be shortened.

8. 1Integrated technical documentation and training (ITDT) 1is involving
commanders in maintenance training. This is desirable because we need
more discipline and command emphasis in training. However, we also need
to show objectively what ITDT can do for us; i.e., a reduction from nor-
mative deadline rates or reduced spare parts usage. Constrained resources
provide impetus to better training.

9. There seems to be too much tactical doctrine emphasis on defense.
This may work in football games but not necessarily in war. Although
there has been a reduced emphasis on unit competition due to integrity
issues, a spirit of competition and offensive are highly important for
morale, good training, and a winning attitude on the battlefield.

10. Good training and evaluation cannot be separated. Internal evalua-
tions are important but more emphasis should be placed on Command Inspec-
tions such as CMMIs. Until some type of inspection system is reinstated,
we really won’t know if we have a combat ready force.

11 Training can be made interesting to troops if it is meaningful,
presented at a level that is easily understood, and made progressive in

nature.
;ﬁj 12. AIT has been conducted satisfactorily in units in the past, but it is
I important that basic training be taught in the school. It is equally im-
k}{ portant that units exercise the proper leadership in keeping individuals
'tte motivated once they have joined a unit. In this regard, the fundamental
Eii principles of leadership (such as motivation and awareness of the
i individual) are immutable.
~o
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ATCG-ATS 21 April 1978
SUBJECT: Conference with GEN John R. Guthrie, Commanding General,
DARCOM, 4 April 1978

13. Modified TOEs generally present problems, particularly in regard to
the resulting variety of equipment for training and support requirements.
Standard sets of equipment facilitate better training and easier logis-
tical support from the standpoint of spare parts stockage and maintenance.
As an example, although computation of the Authorized Stockage List (ASL)
is prescribed specifically by an AR, each division employs a different
procedure in determining its ASL. This presents severe challenges for a
supporting supply system to be responsive to the entire force. The Israelj
Armor force serves as an excellent example for standardized equipment and
training techniques.

l4. Some form of centralized training management is required since most
battalion commanders are not experienced and need the benefit of some type
of guidance. Leaders should learn the fundamentals of training before
applying innovation by training "their" own way. We need to discipline
the training system like the maintenance and logistics systems or i+ wiii
not worke. This includes getting senior commanders interested in training
so it will receive its due share of resources.

15, There is a concern that the title "TRADOC System Manager" connstes 3
higher level of authority than does Project Manager. This is probably a. s
result of the SAFEGUARD and STANO System Managers who formerly reported
directly to the CSA. Thus, the TSM is often thought of as senior to the
PM when this was not the intent of the TSM program. TRADOC System Manager
and DARCOM Project Manager relationships are very interpersonal, and ca-e
must be taken to ensure that their respective areas of responsibility are
properly administered.

DAVID A. WiUFNAGEL
coL, AD
Deputy Director
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
HEADQUARTERS US ARMY TRAINING STUDY
FORT BELVOIR, VIRGINIA 22060

ATCG-ATS 23 May 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Conference with General Donn A. Starry, Commander, TRADOC,
11 May 1978

General Starry made the following points during his discussion with the
Study Group:

1. His concepts on individual and unit training, training management, and
Commander and NCO responsibilities are outlined, respectively, in sol-
diers' manuals, ARTEPs, TC 21-5-7, and his article entitled "Sergeants'
Business™ in the May 1978 issue of Military Review.

2. The weakest part of our training support for the field is that pro-
vided NCOs, For example, the first line supervisor and the squad leader
now are loaded down with job books and soldiers' manuals at various
levels. TRADOC is working to streamline this system.

3. Parties responsible at each echelon must understand their share of the
training load; it is equally important that they understand what share of
the training responsibility is borne by other members of the trainer
family. Sergeants must understand their responsibility for the conduct of
individual training for their soldiers, and for evaluating the ability of
their soldiers to perform at appropriate skill levels. Battalion comman-
ders must understand their responsibilities as programmers of training--
that is the setting of goals and allocating resources for goal accomplish-
ment. In addition, the battalion commander is responsible for the collec-
tive training of his unit, and for integrating individual training needs
of his soldiers into the collective training program. He does the latter
by coordinating closely with the NCO chain of command, especially with the
battalion command sergeant major, who is the senior official in the NCO
individual training chain. Many battalion commanders and command ser-
geants major are simply not aware enough of their responsibilities in
these areas through no fault of their own. Many have been away from
troops for some years--especially the officers. The concepts set forth
above, while not new, have largely been lost sight of in our Army over the
last few years; we must recapture them if we are to be effective as train-
ers of our soldiers and the units of which they are part.
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f—{~ 4, TRADOGC, in its role as trainer for the total Army, will increase
,f&j emphasis on standardization, especially in collective unit training.
o Standardization tends to overcome the adverse effects of turbulence and
‘ 3 is especially necessary at the small unit level., Major commanders have
A invited TRADOC to define standards more precisely, and we are working to
-'f:‘-{ do so.
ro
AN -
:}: 5. Small unit leaders still complain that they are overwhelmed with
ahY administrative documents as well as manuals, instructions, and regulations,
despite implementation of CABL. The battalion commander must work hard to
X relieve the paper burden at company level, A solution which has merit is
‘ gﬂ the use of a battalion policy manual. Guidance for each subject is com
*: pressed to one page, on which is set forth the necessary regulations from

: all headquarters, and the battalion commander's policy on that subject, as
e appropriate.

@i

f;j 6. Army authorization documents should be restructured to reflect the
NN Army's need for more manpower in units during peacetime; allowing for a
:;;: garrison strength of some percent above wartime strength (15 percent?).
7 :& This would put sufficienct people into the system to accommodate the
i personnel "rip-offs" that occur inevitably. We should recognize that this
{ situation will always exist to some extent, and adjust for it by overstruc-
- turing the authorized strength of the unit. As a function of authorized
'ﬁ{f strength, assigned strength should also be higher than is the present

- B case. The Army is short NCOs in the top six grades because there is not
fij ‘ enough money to pay for the authorized force. The Army should take the
3 , necessary steps to fully fund the authorized strength of the force,
%z; " 7. While some recent training developments offer tremendous potential for
:'J training improvements, they are not being used. REALTRAIN is an example,
g;}f REALTRAIN is not being used; it takes time to get out the equipment, set
o5l : it up, and tear it down, and it is time-consuming to organize the train-
;;;' ing. The return is well worth the investment, but we must make that clear
N to the trainer,
§:$: 8. "Training the trainer"” is essential to our training success. The
;:¢: Basic NCO Course is sound, and the Primary NCO Course is coming along.
s The Advanced NCO Course needs revision--in its present form it missed the
3,{; target. The Command Sergeant Major has been tasked with assembling the

wisdom of our NCO Corps about what should be taught in ANCOC. That work

: - will be finished this summe-.

.
' ?ﬁ 9. With regard to training extension course (TEC) equipment and new

ﬁ& training publications, for the foreseeable future learning centers must be
4,08 used. These centers must be located with and readily accessible to the

troops. The battalion is the best level at which to consolidate. It is
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11 May 1978

also possible to consolidate at brigade when physical circumstances
permit. The learning center can also use education center funds to pro-
vide part of the personnel necessary to run the learning center. This
is a little known, but important fact.

10, Time for training is probably adequate, although time is the scarcest
resource. There is still a tendency for senior officers and their head-
quarters to eat up too much training time by prescribing time and resource-
consuming activities which do not truly relate to mission readiness.

11. Our most serious training problems are with the Reserve Components.
We still don’t have a sound policy concerning what level of readiness we
should demand of our USAR and NGUS units and individuals. We obviously
cannot expect of them the same SQT and ARTEP performance levels we demand
of our Active Army units--not in the same time at any rate.

12. The Army should have a serious look at its recruiting rationale.
Men should be enlisting for more than simply a job. Belonging to a unit
or serving the Nation should be the attractors. Even if the Army cannot
maintain its authorized strength levels, the Army must possess a high
quality, motivated force. We’ll not have that if we continue to stress
job opportunity as the first and only incentive.

13. 1Institutionalization of the results of the ARTS effort will have to
be predicated on building a resource model and determining how to make it
available to the field. TRADOC must eventually do for Reserve Components
what ARTS is attempting to do for the Active Army. TRADOC will also look
at the problem of training in the institution versus training in the
unit. ARI should do more work in the areas of frequency of repetition
and forgetting curves.

l4. Personnel turbulence in units 1is our biggest problem. Until we find
some way of ensuring some better level of crew and unit stabilization
than we have now, we will never get very far in producing units that can
use their weapons to maximum effect in coordinated, cohesive combat

action.

.« B. KEMEYER
Major, AG
Executive Officer
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CHAPTER V

CONCEPT PAPER SEMINARS

1. Concept paper seminars were conducted from 21 to 24 February 1978, and
included the following major subjects and attendees:

SUBJECT ATTENDEE AGENCY
a. Reserve Component MG John K. Singlaub HQ, FORSCOM
Training, 21 Feb 78
MG Merrill Evans 103d coscoM
BG Russell 1. Berry OCAR

BG Howard G. Crowell, Jr. HQ, TRADOC

BG Harold Gwatney 39th Inf Bde (ARK ARNG)
COL Carl L. Acree NGB
Dr. Russell F. Weigley Temple University
b. Active Component LTG Volney F. Warner XVIII Abn Corps
Training, 22-23
Feb 78 MG James C. Smith USA Aviation Center
MG Charles K. Heiden DA MILPERCEN
MG John W. Seigle HQ, TRADOC
MG William J. Hilsman USA Signal Center
BG Richard S. Sweet DA ODCSPER

BG Dan H. Williamson, Jr. HQ USAREUR

BG Neal Creighton DA ODCSOPS
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o] ¢. Resource Cost of MG Richard G. Fazakerly
. Training, 24

Rt Feb 78 MG John C. Faith

ﬁ:yi BG Elton J. Delaune, Jr.

Rt _ BG Corey J. Wright

wy BG Max W. Noah

o, Dr. Ralph A. Ranald

ek Dr. C. R. Vest
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2. Chapter V contains a summary of key points raised during the discussion
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SUMMARY OF CONCEPT PAPER SEMINARS

A summary of major points discussed during the concept paper seminars
appears below. The topics and issues listed do not imply overall consen-
sus or agreement of participants.

1. Reserve Component Training.

a. Time is the critical resource constraint. An adequate amount of
training time becomes especially important in light of the current threat
and the increasing complexity of US weapon systems. Consideration should
be given to the flexible use of training time to fit the needs of a parti-
cular unit as determined by its commander. The most serious challenges
occur at the 40/50 skill levels and in officer skills because of the long
lead time to develop these skills,

b. Care should be taken not to build up POMCUS stocks too fast else an
excessive amount of this equipment is drawn from the RC community, and RC
training readiness 1is reduced accordingly.

¢, Lessons learned from previous mobilizations should be applied to
future planning. For example, regulations should not allow personnel to be
. members of RC units in peacetime and also be able to leave the unit upon
mobilization. Further, units should not be faced with reorganizational
changes once they are mobilized.

d. The RC soldier is a dedicated American who will develop a sense of
urgency and mission responsibility given proper incentives.

e. A unit's mission upon mobilization, and its organization for mobili-
zation, should be clearly determined and used as a basis for both the
unit's peacetime training program and the development of rapid train-up
packets for use upon mobilization.

f. More emphasis is needed on aligning RC training strategy with those
war plans which govern actual RC deployment. For example, use should be
made of the Time Phased Force Deployment List in determining realistic RC
training readiness objectives for appropriate units.

g, The current readiness reporting system does not provide the flexi-
bility to allow different RC units to be trained to different levels of
proficiency based upon their mobilization priorities. While it is not
realistic to expect the same capability from AC and RC units, there are
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disadvantages in utilizing different evaluation systems for these units.
Until this dichotomy is resolved, the RC will not have a realistic training
strategy.

h, RC training should not be limited by organizational levels since
there are certain tasks which can be trained at all unit levels from
section and squad to battalion, brigade, and division. Conversely, there
are also tasks at each level which should involve training only during
mobilization if a reasonable conservation of resources is to be realized.

i. The proper training of RC officers and NCOs cannot be overempha-
sized. History has shown that trained individuals can overcome obstacles
during the stress of combat. This may involve key individuals to be absent
from their unit, perhaps even during AT. However, in the long run this is
for the best interests of the Army as long as a systematic training program
for the unit is established.

2. Active Component Training.

a., The individual training system has had too many changes; more
emphasis should be placed on making the present system work before any more
changes are initiated,

b. Shadow schools offer effective training but they should be inte-
grated more into the TRADOC training system.

c. Stability may not necessarily be the only solution to turbulence.
Perhaps Army-wide standardization is the key. For example, the standardi-
zation established by Army aviation training programs permits aviators to
move in and out of theaters and units with minimal relearning requirements.
Each TRADOC school generally has the capability to address standardization
and to concentrate on those skills which impact the most on turbulence.
Turbulence has an adverse effect on proficiency, but it is not considered
critical,

d. The Army spends a lot of time and money training soldiers who end
up leaving the Service. One way to overcome this problem would be to con-
centrate institutional training more on general duties within a career
management field and allowing specialized schooling to occur after the
first reenlistment.

e, Past unit rotation and replacement policies generally have not
worked well and have even caused turbulence to increase.

f. The capability to maintain a mobilization training base is reduced
as more training is shifted to units.

g. Current training standards present little incentive to conduct good
training.




h. Training should be oriented on a wartime system which can accommodate
peacetime needs rather than be based on an efficient peacetime system which
one hopes will be capable of transition to war.

.

- o et o
iy,

: i. The Army has no system or even rules of thumb as to what resources
- are required for training. There is a great need to cost the training cur-
N rently being conducted.

& j. Since the SQT came out first, and is tied to promotion, units have

! tended to emphasize individual training to the detriment of collective
3 - training.

’,
2
g

k. An answer to a good training program is integrated training which
makes use of the interface between individual and collective tasks. This
idea needs to be explained, encouraged, and resourced.

U RN
PR

!

1. More than the ARTEP is needed for unit training programs. It

ros
BN

- should be supplemented with EDRE, CALFEX, and personnel and logistics eval-
\: uations.
'f; m. The Army is short officers and NCOs; any training system or program
N must take that into account.
"
:} n. It is proper to tell the commander what is expected of him; but we
N should not tell him how to train.
\
‘C: o. Critical tasks will vary from theatre to theatre and from mission
28 to mission.
,;: p. Estimates may have to be made in regard to the frequency of retrain-
™~ ing. The analytical community may not be able to provide precise answers
at this time.
-,
:: q. The Army has a long way to go in articulating the present training
n system to the field.
] r. The way to place true priority on training is through evaluation.
';} s. The ARTEP is an extremely good measure of effectiveness, particu-
nj larly the subunit evaluation., ARTEP can and should be varied locally to
e include the differing tasks, conditions, and standards implied by various
~jﬁ contingency missions,
- . t. Evaluation is a command function. It must not be removed from the
N chain-of-command. TRADOC should not supplant the chain-of-command; rather,
':: evaluation teams should be extensions of the chain-of-command.
T
’:i u. In the area of readiness reporting, the Army is not its own master.
s Changes to the URR should be made with care, and the system should remain
. compatible with job requirements.
-
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N 3. Resource Cost of Training.
N a. Data used to justify training resource requirements is not in the
:Qi same form as is the data used to manage these resources.
R
- b. Training resources include time, people, dollars, equipment, and
Ss facilities although the last two elements can generally be expressed in
v dollars.
te }‘- (8
’:f: ¢. The methodology for change proposed in Chapter II1 of the concept
:ﬁ: paper is headed in the right direction.
Lal
I. -l
o d. An analytical approach directed at required training resources is )
required to satisfy OSD, OMB, and Congressional analysts.
s
. e. The methodology for expressing training resource requirements must
o be able to accommodate some subjective judgments of commanders.
s
‘f‘“ f. TRADOC's combat developments activities should not be considered a
{ cost of unit training.
>
-ﬁfi g. Decisions made at different levels of management address different
o questions. Therefore, configuration of the resource data will change as it
oo passes from one level of management to the other.
‘l. - -.' ’
{ h. The issue of excluding MPA from the cost of unit training was not
o resolved.
;-i;f i. The general procedure in the justification of training resources is
{;Q to identify the training programs required for proficiency, then develop
0 the resources required for the execution of those programs.

L2 (g

j. The training system should not emulate a maintenance check list

{? system.

W

w:J k. Battalion field training days have an understandable meaning, and

o they should be exploited as a means for communicating training resource
" requirements.

%

#t. 1. The rationale for training requirements should extend down to bat-
e talion level,

oY

WOy m, In defending the need for training resources, the battalion com
i mander should not be overloaded with too many training tasks to accomplish.
» :. -

;C: n. ARTS should not go back to the old Army Training Program require-
.t ments-type system for developing a training resource methodology.

N

"y o. Cost factors for Classes V and IX need to be validated.
o)
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pe ARTEP 71-2 does not include all tactical training events, e.g., the
meeting engagement should be included when determining training resource
requirements.

q. The concern stemming from a training system based on "key plays" is
that units may tend to train only on the key plays and ignore other training
tasks.

r. The solid quantification of training requirements necessary for
rigorous justification efforts necessitates the centralized identification
of training tasks to include the frequency of retraining. Modifications by
local commanders should be accommodated by whatever system is developed.

s. Training costs should be included in "life cycle" costing exercises.

t. The quality of personnel resources will have a significant impact
on the resources of time and dollars required for training.

u. ARTS should not focus on the 1985 costing methodology to the extent
that nothing is available for 1980 or 1981.

ve If training requirements can be identified, the cost of that train-
ing also can be determined.

w. As a first cut, ARTS should go after direct costs and police up in-
direct costs as time permits.

x. ARTS should concentrate on the variable portions of training costs.

y. The Unit Readiness Report is primarily a resource allocation docu-
ment at DA.

z. Units should not be so proficient in the justification of training
resources that too little focus is maintained on combat effectiveness and
the art of winning battles.
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CHAPTER VI

CONSULTANT GROUP MEETINGS

P A AN

LoAZAD

. 1. As noted on page I-25 of the study directive, the following Consultant
X Groups assisted the Army Training Study in the development of the study
). effort:

Aol

L Education/Training
B u : Test/Bvaluation/Analysis
N Costing/Resource Management
,,
's:: Reserve Component Training
Al
oo Noncommissioned Officers
,:i- 2. The Army 1985 Consultant Group, listed in the study directive, did not
_i: convene based upon the guidance of SAG I to transfer the TEA 85 effort to
- HQ TRADOC.
o
{ 3. Chapter VI contains a chronological summary of wmeetings conducted with
AN each of the above Consultant Groups.
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et SUMMARY OF CONSULTANT GROUP MEETINGS
_z;':
[:u' A chronological summary of Consultant Group meetings, to include the
?,}: purpose of each meeting, appears below:
‘.“ 1. 12 October 1977: The Costing/Resource Management Consultant Group met
S to review and discuss USAREUR and FORSCOM models for relating training \
o resources to readiness.
N
','\ 2. 31 October to 3 November 1977: This initial meeting of the Education/
) Training and Test/Evaluation/Analysis Consultant Groups was held to brief )
. members on the Army Training Study objectives, concepts, and methodology.
ffﬁ Further, the meeting solicited information on recent or ongoing studies,
o tests, and analyses of value to the study group.
v".:"
;;' 3. 14 November 1977: The Reserve Component Consultant Group was familiar-
gl ized with ARTS and provided an opportunity to present Reserve Component
_5 training challenges from the viewpoint of their respective agencies.
if: 4. 21 to 22 November 1977: The Costing /Resources Management Consultant
- Group met to provide input for the initial proposal for ARTS costing meth-
- odology .
8,
' 5. 21 November 1977: The Noncommissioned Officers Consultant Group met to
:{f discuss the mission and objectives of ARTS and to provide the NCO perspec-
a0 tive to "real-world" training challenges and various alternatives for solu-
D tion of these challenges.
A
) 6. 12 to 14 December 1977: The Education/Training and Test/Evaluation/
e Analysis Consultant Groups met to review and critique the work plans of the
Q“' six Systems Work Teams and receive update briefings on the ARTS concept
_a“ papers.
ads
e 7. 11 January 1978: The Reserve Component Consultant Group met for an
update on ARTS, to obtain comments and discussion of planned tests and
studies, and to provide an initial forum for discussion of the concept
papers.
8. 9 February 1978: The Costing/Resource Management Consultant Group met
to address the costing methodology developed by ARTS. 1
9. 24 April 1978: The Education/Training and Test/Evaluation/Analysis and
Costing/Resource Management Consultant Groups received an update on ARTS
activities, with primary emphasis on Training Effectiveness Analysis 78 and
the Battalion Training Model.




10. 7 August 1978: Final meetings were conducted with the Education/Train-
ing, Test/Evaluation/Analysis, Costing/Resource Management, and Reserve
Component Consultant Groups during which the major products of ARTS were
discussed. Emphasis was given to a review of TEA 78, BTM, and study con-
clusions and recommendations.
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B CHAPTER VII
STUDY GROUP ORGANIZATION
Chapter VII outlines the Army Training Study Group organization to

include officer areas of study reponsibility and general study group
expertise.
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. Y ARMY TRAINING STUDY GROUP ORGANIZATION
823 |
A2 1. Study Group Members.
A5AS
LYN
f::f a. The Army Training Study Group consisted of 14 officers and three
)' enlisted personnel (assigned as an overstrength to TRADOC) as follows:
i |
‘ _\-"‘l H
1 NAME : BRANCH RESPONSIBILITY
L Ay - -
.%l.
SO BG Frederic J. Brown GO Study Director
k) . —)
COL David A. Hufnagel AD Deputy Director
L4
o
ol COL Edwin H. Burba IN Chief, Battalion Training
‘ f.-’j Model (BTM) Team
oy
v LTC Gary W. Bloedorn AR Chief, Training Effective-
(] ness Analysis (TEA) Team
‘;jﬁ LTC William B. Valen sSC TEA Team Member
.':\‘:
:E:: LTC Grant S. Green IN BTM Team Member - Special
Rea Projects
(
x :- LTC Thomas R. Stone FA TEA Team Member
YA
oo LTC Michael J. Hatcher AR BTM Team Member
= A
o
l) : LTC Henry F. Sobieski oD BTM Team Member
5; LTC Peter T. Zielenski FA TEA Team Member
Wy
) \: MAJ Clarke M. Gillespie SC BTM Team Member
*l
J\’ MAJ David S. Blodgett IN BTM Team Member
'%;: MAJ Henry B. Quekemeyer, Jr. AG Executive Officer
A
i{- CPT Richard W. Johnson, II1 AG BTM Team Member
o
has S$SG Harold E. King AG Administration SGT
v SP6 David C. Bowman AG Administration Team
- SPS Linda P. Elia AG Secretary
-
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b. Mr. Thomas E. Kelly, IIl served with the Army Training Study from
its inception. He came to the study on loan from the Center of Mil{itary
History. In addition to serving as the military historian of the study
group, he was responsible for the development and analysis of the Army
Training Study Survey.

c. The following individuals were temporarily assigned to the study
group during the dates indicated:

DATE ASSIGNED

NAME AGENCY TO _ARTS RESPONSIBILITY
LTC (P) Doris L. Caldwell MILPERCEN 20 Mar to 2 Jun 78 Advisor on women
in the Army.
MAJ Richard Van Allen USACSC 1 May to 15 Jun 78 ADP Advisor
Ms Diane M. Brown CDEC 19 Jun to 27 Jul 78 TEA Advisor
Ms Pmily K. Emerick CACDA 1 Jun to 30 Jun 78 ADP Advisor
Mr. Fred Goldberg USAES 14 Jun to 1 Oct 78 Editor
SP5 Gregory J. Wilson TECOM 26 Jun to 25 Jul 78 1Illustrator
g PFC Tami L. Mackay USAEC 4 Dec 77 to 1 Apr 79 Typist
;;3 PFC Valerie D. Boone MILPERCEN 21 Feb to 1 Oct 78 Typist
,:é PFC Evelyn F. Baldassare MILPERCEN 18 Apr to 1l Oct 78 Typist
phl PFC Anne M. Green MILPERCEN 8 Jun to 1 Oct 78 Typist
s
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g 2. Study Group Experience (14 Military, 1 Civ Historian)
k- a. Command:
[~
- Brigade: 2
s 7'“ Battalion: 5
B Company: 13
Y
g. be. G“3IS'3: {
i
A‘.
'-" Division G-3: 2 Asst Corps G-3: 1
! Brigade S-3: 2 Asst Div G-3: 1
Loy Battalion S-3: 4 Asst Bde S-3: 4 )
] Asst Bn S-3: 1
.&;
: ¢c. Education:
'_‘4
"
N PhD: 2 SSC: 3
Y MS/MA: 14 cGsc: 13
g d. Previous Assignment Directly Involved Training: 10
- e. Reserve Component Advisor: 3
1~ f. High Level Staff:
H
= DA: 9
"o’ JCS: 3
- White House: 1
b d
‘oA g. Special Qualifications:
¥ > ORSA: 4 Tng Mgmt: 3 Manpower: 2
bo~ Modeling: 2 Tng Dev: 2 Costing: 2
R ADP: 1 Tng Anal: 2 Logistics: 1
._ PPBS: 3 Historian: 2
L
.;:;
T
G
W)
s
Ly =)
3
R .
X
:. VII-A
$Q
5‘

W
'

#y




A

Voo

CHAPTER VIII
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ARTS TRIP RECORD

This chapter contains a summary of major trips made by study members.
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Date(s)

4 Nov
7-8 Nov
10-11 Nov

14 Nov
14-16 Nov
14-17 Nov

15 Nov

15-16 Nov

16-18 Nov

16 Nov

17 Nov
18 Nov
20-22 Yov

21 Nov

W 50*"‘,‘453!'5 IHOGOAORIC d.‘ 0

WY m

ARTS TRIP RECORD

Destination(s)

Strategic Studies
Inst, Carlisle
Barracks

HQ FORSCOM/TRADOC

CACDA/CATRADA
Ft Leavenworth

HQ TRADOC

APG

Strategic Studies
Inst, Carlisle

Barracks

Ft Lewis

HQ TRADOC/Ft Eustis

Ft Carson

CDEC, Ft Ord

TRASANA, Ft Bliss
49th AD
Austin, TX

TRASANA
WSMR

USASIGS
Ft Gordon

1!&'1 ‘q

ARTS Member
COL Burba,
Mr. klly
LTC Hatcher

COL Burba

LTC Bloedorn
LTC Sobieski

LTC Stone

BG Browm,
MAJ Blodgett

LTC Green

LTC Hatcher
BG Brown,

MAJ Gillespie,
MAJ Blodgett

BG Brown,
MAJ Blodgett

BG Brown,
LTC Zielenski

LTC Stone,
LTC Sobieski

MAJ Gillespie

VIII=-2

)‘9,, Fii’gﬁi

¥

Purpose of Trip

Review SSI Progress omn
85-95 Environ Study
Classified Research

Concept Paper Research

Coordinate Support
of ARTS Effort

Coordinate TEA 85 actions

63C/H SWT Coordination

Conference, 85-95
Environment Study

Coordinate ARTS
Initiatives

Concept Paper Research

Coordinate ARTS
Initiatives

Coordinate
TIE Test

Coordinate Analytical
Support

Present ARTS
Overview

Determine WSTEA
Procedures

Review Support
Provided to ARTS

{ ()
1\:,,9 s LR s‘«,"q o_-.,t

i

{) WL A
LRI l. ' “t.:!n,




e adaladibo ot Aok iuk Ak auk Sod At ik d e Jeh Aok ek gk Aot and Sl Aok T T T O O P T T T R T T O O T I P T T e TeeTT

Date(s)

22 Nov

25 Nov

27-30 Nov

28-29 Nov

29 Nov-2 Dec

1 Dec

1 Dec

4-5 Dec

4-8 Dec

4-8 Dec

5«6 Dec

7-8 Dec

13=14 Dec

14=15 Dec

14-15 Dec

14-16 Dec

15 Dec

Destination(s)

DCSOPS/ACSI/INSCOM
HQ FORSCOM

Ft Knox

HQ FORSCOM

USAFAS, Ft Sill
HQ FORSCOM

Air University
Maxwell AFB

HQ TRADOC

USAREUR

TRASANA, WSMR

Ft Leavenworth/Bliss

Ft Eustis/Gordon

Naval Postgraduate
School Monterey, CA

Ft Lewis
Ft Eustis
49th AD

Austin, TX

Ft Leavenworth

ARTS Member

LTC Zielenski
MAJ Gillespie

LTC Bloedorn

‘Mr. Kelly,

LTC Zielenski
LTC Zielenski
BG Browm,
LTC Green

LTC Valen

LTC Sobieski

BG Browm,
LTC Green

LTC Hatcher

MAJ Blodgett

MAJ Gillespie

COL Hufnagel

BG Brown,
MAJ Blodgett

LTC Bloedorn
BG Browm,
LTC Zielenski

VI1I-3

Purpose of Trip

Discuss Mobilization
Training

Attend National Train-
ing Center Briefing

Coordinate Armor SWT
Activities

Concept Paper Research

Coordinate FA Tests
For TEA 78

Discussions with
GEN Kroesen

Concept Paper Research

DPS 40

Coordinate ARTS
Initiatives

Coordinate TEA 78,
Research Data

Coordinate TEA 78

Review ARTS Support,
Concept Paper Research

Participate in Military
Operations Research
Society Symposium on
Training

Coordinate ARTS
Initiatives

Attend TRADOC
Conference

Coordinate TEA 78
Testing

Coordinate ARTS
Initiatives
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Date(s)

16-17 Dec

19 Dec

21 Dec

28 Dec

6-9 Jan
8=9 Jan

8-~13 Jan

10-13 Jan

11 Jan

13-14 Jan

19-20 Jan

26-28 Jan

31 Jan~-2 Feb

2 Fed

6-8 Feb

9-10 Fedb

14 Fed

Destination(s)

Ft Carson

HQ TRADOC

HQ FORSCOM

Dep Asst Sec (Res

Aff) MSRA

Ft Bliss/Leavenworth

Florida State Univ

HQ TRADOC

HQ TRADOC, ATB
DI, ITED

Ordnance School
APG, MD

Florida State Univ

HQ TRADOC

HQ TRADOC

HQ TRADOC

Ft Leavenworth

Leesburg, VA

Washington, DC

HQ TRADOC

ARTS Member
LTC Hatcher

BG Browm,
COL Hufnagel,
COL Burba

MAJ Gillespie

LTC Zielenski,
Mr. Kelly

LTIC Valen

COL Burba,

LTC Bloedorn,
LTC Sobieski,
LTC Stone

LTC Valen

BG Brown

LTC Valen
LTC Bloedorn
LTC Bloedorn
LTC Bloedorn,
LTC Sdb;eski

ARTSG

LTC Valen

ARTSG

VIII=-4

Purpose of Trip

Coordinate ARTS
Tests

SAG 1

Attend National
Training Center
Briefing

ARTS Overview & RC
Training Discussion
Research Initiatives

Concept Paper Research

Coordinate TEA 85

Concept Paper Research
Coordinate Testing
MGMT Presentation,

Coordinate Assistance

Coordinate TEA 85
Test Scheduling

Coordinate TEA 85
Test Scheduling

Outline TEA 85
at TRADOC TSARC

ARTS Briefing

ARTSG Work Session Xerox
Training Facility

ARI Workshop

SAG II
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s Date(s) Destination(s) ARTS Member Purpose of Trip

f%: 23-24 Fed HQ PORSCOM LTC Stone, Concept Paper Research
oo

! 23-24 Fed TDI LTC Valen Conference

»

y'* ; 26 Feb - Israel BG Brown Observe Israeli

ﬂg. * 1 Mar Army Training

\ 1

-

:;:_-’. 27-28 Feb Ft Eustis LTC Valen ATB Meeting ‘

2 * |

4-9 Mar Germany BG Brown Observe German

il Army Training
155 14-20 Mar Ft Benning/Monroe MAJ Blodgett Coordinate TOW SWT/BTM
. ""

a0

¥ 14-15 Mar Ft Eustis LTC Stone, ATB Meeting

; LTC Valen

vk

eos 14-16 Mar  HQ FORSCOM LTC Hatcher BTM Research

P! o

N
o 14-17 Mar  HQ FORSCOM/TRADOC  LTC Sobieski Coordinate BTM with
' TMCS Developers
[}
ose 15-16 Mar Ft Gordon LTC Valen, Coordinate with 05C SWT
Do o LTC Stone,
. MAJ Gillespie

i. »
;?; 15-21 Mar Ft Bliss/WSWR LTC Bloedorn Coordinate TEA 78 Test
D)
N 15-21 Mar Ft Sill/Bliss LTC Zielenski Observe Cannon Crew Turn-
L over & Coord TEA 78 Tests
[\ ‘,-*‘)
Ty
~;ﬁ 16-20 Mar Ft Gordon/Benning LTC Valen, Review Plans for 05C
Ky LTC Stone, Testing

. MAJ Gillespie
‘. \/
gy 20-21 Mar  APG, MD LIC Stone, Coordinate TEA 78
e ’ LTC Sobieski
g '

27-28 Mar Ft Stewart LTC Bloedorn Observe 11E10 Post

_ . Graduate Testing
:t; 27-29 Mar Ft Ord LTC Green Collect Turbulence Data
5, . and Coord ARTS Effort
SoCs
??” 27-29 Mar Ft Carson MAJ Blodgett BTM Data Collection
o 28-31 Mar  USAREUR MAJ Gillespie Coordinate with 3AD

M on BTM Survey
! VI1I-5
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Date(s)

29-30 Mar

2-4 Apr

2-4 Apr

4-5 Apr

5-7 Apr

15 Apr-6 May

16-17 Apr

17-18 Apr
18-21 Apr

18 Apr

20 Apr
20-21 Apr
23-26 Apr

24-26 Apr

27-28 Apr

it adini it et s ol o

Destination(s) ARTS Member
Ft Leavenworth BG Brown,
Mr. Kelly
Ft Gordon LTC Valen
HQ TRADOC LTC BRatcher
Ft Carson BG Brown
Ft Bliss LTC Bloedorn
USAREUR LTC Stone
Ft Gordon LTC Valen
Ft Stewart LTC Valen
Ft Gordon LTC Valen
HQ TRADOC BG Brown,
COL Hufnagel,
COL Burba,
LTC Bloedorn,
LTC Caldwell,
MAJ Blodgett
Ft Lee COL Hufnagel
Ft Knox LTC Hatcher
Ft Stewart LTC Valen
Ft Bragg LTC Zieleunski
Dallas, TX BG Browm,
: Mr. Kelly
BRG Brown

29 Apr-4 May USAREUR

29 Apr-6 May USARFUR

29 Apr-13 May USAREUR

LTC Bloedofn,
LTC Zielenski

MAJ Gillespie

VIII-6

......

Purpose of Trip

IUS Conference

Coordinate with 05C SWT

Coordinate Contractor
Change Order

Observe Tank Crew
Turbulence Test

Coordinate with Redeye SWT

Administer BTM Survey Ob-
serve Testing, 1AD & 3AD

Coordinate with 05C SWT
Coordinate with 25ID
Coordinate with 05C SWT

SAG III

Brief CG and staff on ARTS
Coordinate BTM Survey
Observe 05C Testing

Observe Redeye Testing

IUS Conference

Observe Testing, 3AD

Administer BTM Survey
Observe Testing, 1AD & 3AD

Administer BTM Survey,
Collect Costing Data 3AD,
V Corps, USAREVUR
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Date(s)

30 Apr-5 May

1-2 May
1-4 May
4-5 May
8-11 May

11-12 May

14-15 May
15-19 May
16-17 May

22-26 May

30-31 May

31 May

31 May-2 Jun

4=9 Jun

4=8 Jun

5-8 Jun

13 Jun

Destination(s)

Ft Carson

Ft Carson
Radford, VA
Leavenworth
SMA, Ft Bliss
AWC, Carlisle
Barracks

Ft Gordon

Ft Carson
Atlanta, GA

Ft Carson/

Hunter-Liggett

Ft Carson

HQ TRADOC

Leesburg, VA

Ft Benning/
Gordon/Carson

Ft Sil11/Bliss/

WSMR
Ft Knox

HQ TRADOC

ARTS Member

COL Burba,
LTC Hatcher,
LTC Valen
LTC Green
LTC Bloedorn
BG Brown,
COL Burba,
Mr. Kelly
LTC Valen
LTC Zielenski
LTC Valen

LTC Bloedorn

LTC Bloedorn
BG Brown,
COL Hufnagel,
COL Burba,
LTC Hatcher,
MAJ Blodgett

ARTSG

LTC Stone

LTC Zielenski

LTC Bloedorn

BG Browm,
COL Burba

VIII-7

Purpose of Trip

Administer BTM Survey

Administer BTM Survey
Coordinate Data Effort
Administer BTM Survey
Administer BTM Survey

Administer BTM Survey

Coordinate with O5C SWT
Evaluate Unit FO Training
Job Aids Seminar

Observe TEA 78 Testing

TEA Test Coordination

SAG 1V

ARTSG Work Session
Xerox Training Facility

TEA Report Coordination

TEA Report Coordination

TEA Report Coordination

Meeting with DCST




Date(s) Destination(s) ARTS Member Purpose of Trip

~ 19-21 Jun Ft Carson BG Brown Obtain views on Training
. Packages

22-24 Jun USAREUR BG Brown Obtain views on Training
,) Packages

o 26-29 Jun  Ft Bliss/WSMR  LTC Bloedorn TEA Report Coordination
AN 20 July FORSCOM BG Brown Brief LTG Shoemaker

8 Aug HQ TRADOC ARTSG SAG V
o 6-9 Sep HQ USAREUR COL Hufnagel, Present ARTS Briefing

. COL Burba, to GEN Blanchard
T LTC Valen
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Chaper IX

BUDGET AND EXPENSES

This chapter summarizes expenses in support of the study effort for
X ) FY 1978. Total estimated expenses for FY 1978 were $282,100 dollars.
N ) ’ Also included are projected expenses for FY 1979 as a result of the ARTS

follow-on effort approved at SAG V.
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i FY 1978
ESTIMATED AND PROJECTED EXPENSES
-7 (Rounded to Nearest $100)
o
\'_,'
‘o Travel/per diem (includes liaison officer travel) $85,600
. ' Civilian salaries 16,000
}
-{h Equipment rental -
- Word processing equipment 10,800 g
ﬁﬁ Xerox machine 10,600
e Dictating/transcribing equipment 600
thid Air conditioners 400
Lease car 1,000
"o Telephone installation 3,700
- Supplies 6,100
N Telephone (WATTS and commercial calls) 1,500
| TOTAL 136,300
2 Contracts/services
‘. TRASANA (testing, model development, and coordination visits) 29,000
e CATRATA (for use of CAMMS in support of ARTS) 15,100
g CDEC (participation in tank crew turbulence test) 2,700
. MERADCOM (ADP services) 67,200
.?j 11E test, USAREUR (transportation and lodging) 3,200
‘N ARTSG conferences, Leesburg, VA 3,000
{ Actuarial Research Corporation (time ratio test) 7,900
> Illustration services 8,000
i~ Editorial services 2,900
M Binders 700
3 Actuarial Research Corporation (BTM survey analysis) 1,500
2 MERADCOM (graphics services) 1,700
,*) TAGO (typing services) 700
,ﬁ Printing plant (overtime) 2,200
: TOTAL 145,800
e —
Zj; GRAND TOTAL 282,100
l. .
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Travel/per diem
Computer services
Civilian overtime
Equipment rental
Supplies

Lease car

FY 1979*
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PROJECTED EXPENSES
(Rounded to Nearest $100)

#¥or period 1 October 1978 - 1 June 1979
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$51,000
110,000
3,000
12,500
3,900

_1.800
TOTAL 182,200
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